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A EOMAN alphabet POR INDIA 

BY 

SuNiTi Kumar Chatterji, 

Professor^ Calcutta University 

Unity in Diversity — this is the keynote of India as much as it is of 
Humanity. We, in India, are all conscious of our various provincial 
entities 5 but as a background of that consciousness, there is always present 
a sense of the Fundamental Unity of India, The diversity that is in 
Indian life is brought home to us most forcibly by the presence of the 
various provincial languages, I shall not mention religion, for however 
bigots and enthusiasts might attempt — and often attempt successfully — to 
disturb the peace of Indian life, the masses are on the whole sound, and, 
Hindu or Muhammadan or Christian, they share in a common Indianism or 
Indianness — in what may be called ^ Bharatiyata ’ or ‘ Bharata-dharma,^ or 
‘ Tahannud ’ — that is, in a common Indian attitude, an Indian way of 
thinking and acting which forms the firm bed-rock below the surface 
upheavals. The diversity of speech in India has a unifying factor in 
Sanskrit, the great mother and feeder of the vernaculars, forming a link 
binding together the provincial languages— barring a few speeches of 
Muhammadan inspiration like the Urdu form of Hindustani, and Sindhi, 
In the ease of these last, too, judging from the path taken by the great 
non-Arab Muhammadan languages outside India, viz.y^ Turkish and Persian, 
which have started movements favouring the restriction (if not the entire 
elimination) of foreign elements in them (Arabic and Persian in the case of 
Turkish, and Arabic in the case of Persian), it will not be a wild dream to 
expect that Urdu and its peers will once again fall back upon the native 
Sanskrit for ordinary culture-words (retaining, of course, their special Arabic 
and Persian vocabulary in connexion with the Muhammadan religion), and 
thus fall in line with their other sister-speeches. But that is a matter for 
speculation, at present, and not directly connected with our present topic. 
We are trying to counteract this diversity of speech by other and conscious 
efforts — by setting up an All- India National Language in Hindustani 
(Hindusthani, or Hindi) which we are striving to establish both as a current 
Lingua Franca among our people (which it already is to a large extent) 
end as a language of political and public life and of high culture ^mong 
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our intelligentsia in the place of English. It is doubtful whether Hindu- 
stani (Hindi) will ever be able to supplant English entirely, as English is 
now not a mere national language — it has become international, the unique 
vehicle of 'W orld-culture. But it is quite true that our Indian national 
unity finds an appropriate symbol in Hindustani (Hindi) which alone has 
the greatest right to be the National Language of the future Federation of 
the United States of India, a right which is merely the reiteration of what 
is largely a fact and which has received almost universal recognition 

o 

everywhere. Our mind set at rest about the National Language (with 
only the question of Arabic or Sanskrit in the matter of culture words in it 
being still undecided— the Indian National Congress has shirked this crux 
of the question, but to my mind there is not the least doubt that Sanskrit 
and not Arabic will be the most natural feeder of the National Language 
of India), the question of a National Script is exercising some of us. 

This question of script involves not only the National Language, Hindu- 
stani (Hindi), but also our provincial languages ; as what we decide for the 
National Language cannot but have a tremendous bearing on the provincial 
languages as well. 

We have three well-defined types of writing in use in India : 

[i] the native Indian system, represented by some dozen provincial 

scripts all closely related to each other, Devanagarl, 
Bengali, Gujarati, Kaitbl, Gurmukkhi, Oriya, Telugu and 
Kannada, Tamil, M&laya]am, and Maithill and a few less 
known, besides Sinhalese, Burmese and Tibetan ; of these, the 
Devanagarl is the most important, and has a prestige and a 
prevalence far transcending that of any of the rest, particularly 
because during the last century it has become the recognised 
All-India Script for Sanskrit ; 

[ii] the Perso- Arabic system, comprising Urdu and Sindhi; and 

[iii] the Roman, in which among Indian languages the KofikaiJi 

of Goa is regularly written, besides a number of aboriginal 
dialects, and to an extremely limited extent Hindustani (Urdu) 
as used in the Indian Army and among some Hindustani-using 
North Indian Christians. 

Of these, the second can at once be dismissed from consideration, as 
from the nature of the alphabet it is one of the most imperfect scripts when 
applied to non- Arab languages: usually it ignores the vowels, and the 
shapes of many of the consonants are very similar, the divergence among 
oft^n cpnsjsting onlj^ ip a nuuiber of dots. Besides, it }ias I'emaipe^ 
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at the best a subsidiary script, Hindustani being more widely written 
(albeit in its Hindi form) in the Devanagarl script than in the Perso-Arabic ; 
and Sindhi, too, has an alternative script, the one used by merchants and 
others, derived from the ^arada alphabet of the North-west, a cousin of 
Devanfigarl. 

Of the native Indian scripts enumerated under [ i], Devanagarl alone 
has the right to be regarded as the national script for India. Of course, the 
importance of DevanSgarl is of recent origin : previous to the 19th century, 
the provincial scripts were employed in their respective areas for writing 
Sanskrit. Devanagarl, however, had a wider area than the other scripts, 
as it was the script native to what are now the United Provinces, Central 
India Agency, Rajputana and Gujarat, and part of the Central Provinces, 
and had spread to South Bihar, the Panjab, Maharashtra and the sub- 
Himalayan tracts, for writing Sanskrit. Devanagarl is the representative 
in modern times of the Brahml, the finished Indian alphabet of two 
thousand years ago and more, and has remained faithful to the spirit and 
the method which characterised BrShml, the oldest native Indian script 
associated with the Aryan speech in India. 

The Indian system of writing has certain advantages over all other 
systems in vogue in the world, and its most noteworthy superiority consists 
in the scientific order followed in the arrangement of the letters. 
Those who built up the ancient Indian system of writing and arranged the 
letters of the alphabet were among the most advanced phoneticians of all 
time; and it was probably done early in the first millennium B. C. while 
reducing to writing the Indo-Aryan dialects. It is, however, not unlikely 
that, even prior to that, this alphabet (which can in this primitive stage be 
described as ^ Proto- Brahml* ) was a finished instrument, and had evolved 
among the civilised non-Aryans of India, and that the Aryan speakers 
merely adapted it for the Aryan dialects— Vedic, the Prakrits, and Classical 
Sanskrit. But of course, its perfection, at any rate its formulation, wa,s 
the work of the grammarians describing the Aryan Vedic, 

About DevanSgarl (and other Indian scripts generally), three points 
may be mentioned in which the script is capable of improvement— and as 
these three points are vital in any system of writing, they rather Counter- 
balance the superiority which the Indian system has in the scientific 
arrangement of its letters. They are— 

[1] . Comparative Intricacy or Complexity of the Letters, as com 

pared, e.g., with those of the Roman Alphabet. 

[2] . Syllabic and not purely alphabetical character of the writing. 
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[8]. Use of Conjunot Characters, involving the necessity of addi- 
tional abbreviated forms of a great many of the letters, and in 
some cases the development of entirely new additional letters. 

To consider these points briefly one by one : 

[1]. The scientific order of the Indian system is admitted, but the 
ungainly shapes of the letters remain. The original Indian writing, 
the Brahml of the 3rd century B.C., is much simpler than any of the 
dozen Indian alphabets of the present day which are its descendants. Thus 
Brahml + = [k] is simplicity itself when placed beside its modern re- 
presentatives like Devanagarl Bengali etc. ; so is ^ ==[kh] much 
simpler than ^ and \ = [g] than and ?f, J ==[ 3 ] than and 
O = [th] than 3 and \ =[t] than ?C and D=[dh] than ^ and 
-L ~ than if and « [b] than v and and so forth. Of course, 
the Brahml script has a sculptural or monumental quality about it, 
resembling Greek and koman capital letters, which would disqualify 
it for a running hand, but it looks quite admirable in print. Devanagarl 
has retained much of this sculptural or monumental quality, although in a 
different way; and a cursive Devanagarl has given rise to Kaithi or MahajanI 
and Gujarati, which are more commodious in writing if less ornamental 
to look at. Compared with the Devanagarl letters, it must be admitted, 
when we look at the question without prejudice, that the Roman letters 
also are, generally, much simpler. The unnecessary top-line is absent, 
and the letters require fewer strokes; thus [k] =iir, [n] =iT, [s] 

[h] etc. The Roman letters are less tiring to the eye, and they are 
easier to remember : and this last point of view is one which is not to 
be lightly brushed aside, because habituated as we are to the Devanagarl 
(or some other Indian system) from our childhood we may not find it 
irksotne now ; but we should take into consideration the difficulty we 
feel in learning another Indian alphabet which is not our own provincial or 
vernacular one and which cannot be described as being more complicated 
than Devanagarl, although the principle of formation is familiar to us. 

C 2 ]- A purely alphabetic system of writing should represent clearly 
and unambiguously all the sounds, vocal and consonantal, that go to 
make a word. In a word like [manu], ^=[dharma], or [indra], 
we get the sounds ^^^ollows : ^ = [m + a-f n-f-u], + T 

+^ 1 +^ =[dh-f a+r + m-f a], ’5[+^-f-V“hT-l-^=[i + n + d-f r + a] ; or in a 
word like = [brahmaijya], the sounds are ^ 4 - 

+^ 4 -^ =[b4‘r4-a+h4-m4-a4-n4-y+a]. In the Roman system, the 
symbols are merely placed one after the other, in the order in which 
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their sounds occur in speech ; the vowels and consonants are both indicated 
fully, each item standing on its own merits, and on its own dignity, as it 
were. But in the Indian system of ak^aras or syllable-representing letters, 
the independent items are made subservient to groups — as, e.g., ^ 

=:[ma— nu], F = [dha — rma], f — ^ =[i — ndra] ; and in each group the 
various elements are clipped and curtailed, both the vowels and consonants. 
In Roman, a word like [karnotpala] or [atyukti] is quite plain sailing ; but 
in the Indian system, or means ^ — or 

that is [ka — rno — tpa — la] or [a— tyu — kti], or, to follow something like 

r 

the Indian habit — [ka — no—tpa — la] or [a— ty — *kt], with the letters 

u 

in fragments. To speak in the language of Chemistry, in the Roman 
system, we have the atom as a unit in writing, while in the Indian system, 
we have a molecule, with the component atoms mutilated in the process 
of combination, as it were. The Indian system often obscures the normal 
or natural sequence of sounds. Thus in a word like [dharma], [dbar] 
is the root, and [ma] is the termination ; but in the Indian system of 
writing, we get a sub-division into [dha] and [rma]. Probably 
contemporary habits of pronunciation, while the Brahml alphabet as applied 
to Sanskrit was being evolved, were at the basis of this sort of subdivision — 
habits of pronunciation which preferred open syllables like [dha] and [bra] 
rather than [dhar] and [brah], as in 'f— ^ [dha — rma], w — W— ^ [br5 — 
hma — nya] . The Indian system would easily turn what is Skak-spere 
or into = [^e-ksa—pi-ya-ra], and Herbert into = 

[Ha-rba-rta]. This in itself is not a grave sin, but it means the absence of 
the true alphabetical principle, which brings in its train a number of 
practical difficulties of varying importance. 

In the first instance, what may be called the root-sense,^’ which is 
always present in the mind of the speaker when a word is uttered, 
particularly an inflected word— this root-sense is unduly sacrificed in the 
Indian system of writing. Thus is really [sah-ya], root [sab] +suffix 
[-ya],but the orthography makes it [sa— hya] ; is really [han-ti], 
root [han] + inflexion [-ti], but in writing it becomes [ha — nti]. In the 
vernaculars, this untoward thing is also in evidence ; witness, for example, 
the Bengali words ‘ He is doing, I shall be able,^ 

which are really [kor — ehej, [par — bo], the roots being [kar] or [kor], 
and [par] ; but a common tendency would be (which tendency was given 
fullest scope to by the late Dwijendralal Ray in the orthography of his 
dramas and other works) to write such words as or 
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»n*Tf or ^ ), i.e. [ko— reche] or [ko — ^rehe], [pa— rbbo] or [p5— rbo]. This 
kind of awkwardness is not found in Hindi to the same extent as in Bengali, 
in the spelling of genuine Hindi (Prakritic or tadbhava) words, as Hindi 
spelling is much more well-ordered than Bengali spelling and Hindi 
prefers single consonants to conjunets {e.g., [karna] ‘to do’ would be 
written in Hindi as that is, [ka-ra-na] and not [ka — rnS]) ; and 

for the same reason Marathi and Gujarati are better placed than Bengali. 

The syllabic nature of the Indian system makes analysis of words 
difficult or awkward. The analysis of a written word which stands for 
the spoken one can be from two standpoints — (i) from the standpoint of 
sounds, and (ii) from the standpoint of function. Thus, Bengali 
(Tr%^) = [rSkhilam] ‘I placed, I kept’, is, from the first point of 
view + and from the 

second point of view is root 5lt<r + past-indieating affix person-indicating 
inflexion It is at once evident how the syllabic 

character of the Indian script makes the work of analysis clumsy. But 
in a purely alphabetic script like the Homan, either kind of analysis can 

be visualised by means of a plus or a hyphen most easily and naturally 

[r-f a-bkh-l-i-bl + a-f-m] and [rakh-pil+ara] : or simply, [rakhilam = 

(i) r-S-kh-i-l-S-m, (ii) rftkh-il-am]. So Hindi ‘to me’ =(i) 

(ii) (base ^ -I- case-termination but in the Roman, [mujhe = 
(i) m-u-jh-e, (ii) mujh-e], ‘to cause to walk’ = (i) (ii) 

(root ^5^-1-causatIve affix ^x f verbal noun suffix «[+ definitive wt), 
but in the Roman [calinS =(i) c-a-l-a-n-S, (ii) cal-S-n-S]. 

It has to be borne in mind that when the Roman letters are 
definitely used for an Indian language, we have to abandon their English 
names, but give them the Indian names, or, better, simply pronounce their 
sounds : [e] would thus be named, not # (si) as in English, but % or w; 
[r], not vxT^ (5r), but v, or k; [kh], not (‘ kay-aitch’), but or W (of 
this, more later). So, Marathi ‘ having done ’ and ‘he remained, 
he lived,’ are much better analysed visually with the Roman letters as [karun 
»(i)k-a-r.a.n,(ii) kar-un]and [r§hil5 = (i)r-5.h-i-l.S, (ii) rah-il-a] than with 
the Bftlbodh or DevanSgarl letters as *= (i) »nd (ii) ] 

and [^gT=(i) and (ii) Breaking up the Indian 

syllahles into their components for purposes of analysis would thus mean 
the very negation of the Indian syllabic principle. To write an English 
word like strength in the DevanSgarl script as as they do in Parsi 

Gujarati ( -sa-ta-reip-ga-tha), instead of Vf ir\ (=stre-figa-th), is entirely 
against the spirit of the Indian system. 
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The syllabic character of Indian writing is at the root of the subordina- 
tion of the vowel to the consonant element in the syllable. It is responsible 
for the subsidiary or post-consonantal forms of the letters for the vowel 
sounds. Thus ^ [a] has two forms — ^ (initial), and T (post-consonantal) ; 
so ^ [u] has the initial form and the post-consonantal forms ^ and 1, which 
are subscribed below the consonants — ^ = [ku], ^=[ru]. In practice, 
it means that the script has two sets of letters for the vowels — quite a 
needless complication, which adds its quota in rendering the script difficult 
for learners. 

[3]' Use of conjunct consonants is a further complication of the 
Indian system, and is a logical consequence of the syllabic system. The 
post-consonantal or subsidiary forms of the vowels are an inheritance from 
the Brahml, and this inheritance is undoubtedly very old. In the Brahml, 
the formation of conjunct consonants was very simple and easy, as they were 
made up simply by putting one consonant above another. In quick writing 
in a cursive script, these simple and easily made-out combinations were 
contracted and altered, so that at the present stage we have quite a multi- 
plicity of symbols found only in the conjunct consonants, in some of which 
the shapes of the components are entirely obscured. Thus [k] -f [a] 
give the letter '^=[ks], and af = [j] [n] give 'SJ=[jn], which has 
acquired in Hindi the new value of [gy], in Marathi of [dnyj. In most of 
these conjuncts, however, the components are clear enough, although they 
are abridged or abbreviated ; but some of them have assumed the complicat- 
ed shapes of Chinese characters, which are difficult of acquirement for 
young learners and are frightening in their appearance (tf.y., =» [rtsnajj 

[sna], [hya], [ksva], etc.). 

The presence of the conjuncts in the Indian system is responsible for 
three things : (i) Adversely affecting the eye-sight of learners : the 
complicated forms are bad for the eyes — this is a matter which we 
do not usually appreciate, but we ought to look at it from the point of view 
of tender children who are first learning their alphabet ; (ii) they prevent 
small or fine type-founts from being made and put into use. Usually a 
Devanagarl book is printed in pica type, and type smaller than the small 
pica is not found or employed in printing Devanagarl. This means that 
there is bound to be waste in space and in paper. Here, of course, we find an 
unconscious adjustment with the inherent defect in the system of writing — 
small founts are bound to tire the eyes much more, the shapes of the letters 
being so complicated ; and besides, very fine founts of complicated conjunct 
^i\d other letters are economically unsuitable, they are apt to get blurred, 
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broten and so become useless in a short time, (iii) What is very important 
as a practical proposition — the conjunct consonants increase the cost and 
the time and labour required in printing, and they form an extremely 
cumbersome business. In the Roman type-cases as used in printing 
English, there are in all 152 chambers for types jilus numerals, brackets 
and punctuation marks and all accessories in the shape of spaces, leaders, etc. 
(The capital letters in English mean a duplication of 28 type chambers, 
included within the 152). Contrasted with this, we see that in the Bengali 
type-cases there are 455 chambers, and this is not enough for all the types 
used in Bengali printing, many of the chambers having from 2 to 3 
types apiece j in printing Bengali, no less than 474 different letters, 49 
signs, numerals, spaces, etc., and 40 ‘ kerned ’ types with special marks 
above and below — in total, 563 separate type-items are required. In the 
Calcutta-face DevanSgarl, there are 700 different letter-types (simple, con- 
junct and kerned), 3 spaces, and 3 quads — in alb 74)6 separate type-items. 
The old style Bombay face has 455 chambers holding 626 different type- 
items ; and the new style Bombay face has reduced the number to 450 
different items (simple, conjunct, kerned and fragmentary types pluB acces- 
sories). But this number in the new Bombay face has been arrived at after 
considerable sacrifice of elegance and beauty, broken or fragmentary forms 
of letters being used in framing conjunct consonants, which in the far more 
elegant Calcutta face or in the magnificent Oxford face of the Devanagarl 
types (the Oxford type has been used in Max Muller’s edition of the Bigveda 
Samhita) are represented by single types (thus, the Calcutta (and Oxford) 
face has H?=[tya], ^ = [tva], =[bdha], ^TT = [nia], ^=:[tsa], ^ [sya],all 
single types, but the Bombay face has ^ which are composites, 

with fragmentary components, which add to the detriment of the beauty of 
the face, and has some bad effect on the eyes also, as the fine spaces which 
appear like breaks or blurs in the type interfere with the free movement of 
the eyes). 460 types vs. 152 types : if we eliminate the capitals, the 
small capitals, and some special or superfluous letters of Roman, the number 
152 might be still further reduced— we might manage with considerably 
less than one hundred Roman types. Surely, in learning to read and write, 
and in printing, the advantages of the Roman are obvious : particularly, 
if without adding any new type to the number of 26 found in the current 
Boman we could employ it for our Indian languages, making provision 
for adequate representation in this Indian Roman or Indo- Roman script 
of all the letters (and sounds) in our Indian alphabets. 

As contrasted with the above three great drawbacks of the Indian 
alphabets (the Devanagarl, etc.), the advantages of the Roman can be seen 
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with a little unbiassed study of the problem. The Roman letters are on the 
whole exceedingly simple ; they are thus more easily learnt. They are 
easier to write, both in the printing type (block letters, capital or small), 
and in cursive or script form. The Roman letters will take a little more 
space than the Devanagarl letters of the same size to write a word, true ; 
any page of a work like Whitney^s Sanskrit Grammar, which gives the 
Sanskrit words in both Devan5gari and Roman, will show this. But the 
legibility of the Roman and its simplicity would far outweigh this. The 
length of the Roman transliteration is due to the fact that the vowels are 
written in their full, as distinct letters, and particularly the vowel [a] (short), 
which is not specially indicated in the Devanagarl, being regarded as 
inherent in the consonant letter : thus ’^ft^ = [earitra], [anavarata], 

= [bhavialyastam], etc. But the gain would be considerably 
more than any loss of space. 

These are some of the advantages of the Roman script. Being simpler 
to learn, they should appeal to any one who wants to spread literacy among 
the masses. Printing in the Roman character being easier and cheaper, the 
use of the Roman script will mean cheaper books and journals: the ^Indo- 
Roman ’ as proposed below will make printing cheaper still. Besides, the 
greater portion of the civilised world uses the Roman script, and in the 
present age, when our culture is becoming more and more international, 
the advantages of falling in line with the rest of the world are obvious. 
The Roman letters are familiar to an ever-increasing number of English 
literates in India, and many who are not familiar with the English language 
at least know the Roman numerals (the so-called ‘ Arabic ^ numerals— 
1, 2, 3, 4, etc.) and the Roman letters. It does not look likely that the 
Devanagarl will be able to supplant the other scripts of the country, even 
with the spread of Hindi. There is no lack of provincial patriotism for the 
local scripts. The Devanagarl as a second or additional script for the 
different vernaculars would not appeal to the people. With a strong central 
government, a single script could be imposed on the vernaculars. But 
it is not likely that the British government in India will give a lead in this 
matter. Scripts are unfortunately connected with religion, both among 
Hindus and Muhammadans ; and many Muhammadans will not agree to 
give up the Perso-Arabic script in favour of the Devanagarl, although the 
latter is the script employed by the largest group of people in India. 

The problem of the Babel of scripts in India presents itself to me as 
being capable of a final solution only through an Indo- Roman script. I have 
been observing the situation. There are signs that the apathy or hostility 
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towards the employment of the Roman script for the vernaculars, which we 
notice to-day. among the average run of our educated people, will not 
continue for long j opinion among the educated, as time and often a few 
minutes’ talk has shown, can be induced towards the Roman script easily 
enough. But nevertheless, it cannot as yet be said that the problem is one 
which can be described as being of primary importance. At the best, it 
is still a matter of academic interest only. At an All Parties’ Conference 
held in Calcutta in 1927 in connexion with the Indian National Congress, a 
representative from Sindh, supported by one from Bengal, brought in a 
proposal that the national language, Hindustani, should be written in the 
Roman script, instead of Devanagar! (or optionally Perso- Arabic), and this 
proposal was poohpoohed by most of the members. But early in 1934, 
I was told by some South Indian (Telugu) Congress-men, enthusiasts for 
Hindi, that in the course of an extended tour in Northern India, they 
found many people, both Hindus and Muhammadans, favouring the Roman 
script. At the All-Bengal University and College Teachers’ Conference 
held at Faridpur in April 1934, a proposal was brought recommending the 
use . of the Roman alphabet for Bengali and other vernaculars, but it was 
lost by seven votes, 25 voting for and 32 against. These isolated and 
sporadic proposals from members of the intelligentsia are not much in their 
sum total, but they are symptomatic, — we see in them the genesis of a new 
idea. 

Sporadic and not too well-directed attempts were made to introduce 
the Roman script for Indian languages ever since the Roman alphabet 
was brought to India by the Roman Catholic missionaries under Portuguese 
auspices, from the beginning of the 16th century, and these attempts 
were successful only in imposing the Roman script on the Konkani 
dialect of Goa, where it is used by a large population of converts to 
Roman Catholicism. Orientalistic studies with reference to Indian 
languages began with the foundation of the Asiatic Society of Bengal in 
Calcutta in 1784. J. B. Gilchrist began as an orientalist from the eighties 
of the I8th century, and he and his colleagues at that other centre of 
oriental learning at Calcutta, the College of Port William, devised and 
employed a system of Roman script for Hindustani and other Indian 
languages from the end of the 18th century. The Roman alphabet was 
used for Sanskrit and other Indian languages for scientific purposes — in 
grammars meant in the first instance for Europeans, and in philological 
works. In the thirties, European Pali scholars decided for the Roman 
script in printing Pali books, since a common Pali alphabet was lacking— » 
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the language being written in Sinhalese characters in Ceylon, in Burmese 
(Mon) characters in Burma, and in Siamese (Cambodian) characters in 
Siam (and Cambodia). Some German and other continental scholars 
sought to do the same for Sanskrit, as uptil the middle of the 19th century 
Sanskrit did not possess an All-India script. Each province employed 
its local character for Sanskrit — Bengali was used in Bengal, Maithill in 
North Bihar, OriyS in Orissa, Sarada in Kashmir, Telugu in the Andhra 
country, Kannada in the Kannada tract, Grantha in the Tamil-Iand, 
and Malayalam in Malabar. The most erudite Sanskrit scholar from 
Conjeeveram or Navadwip, Sringeri or Darbhanga, Puri or Srinagar ordi- 
narily would not be able to read, much less write the Devanagarl 
character, which was confined to what is now the United Provinces, 
South Bihar, the Panjab, Rajputana, Gujarat and Maharashtra. Of 
course, as the script of North India, the homeland of ancient Indo-Aryan 
history and culture, and as that of Benares as the centre of Hindu culture, 
and as the script of Rajputana as the great 6loc of warlike Hindu states, 
Devanagarl had a certain prestige, — and that was all. When Max Miiller 
published the first volume of his Rigveda Samhita with Sayana’s Com- 
mentary in 1849, it was after some hesitation that he decided to adopt the 
Devanagarl ; and in this way he gave a very great impetus to this 
particular form of the Indian script in establishing it as tke All-India Script 
for Sanskrit. The Indian Universities followed suit and printed Sanskrit 
text-books in Devanagarl only. Iswar Chandra Vidyasagar did a great 
deal for the spread of Devanagarl in Bengal. Now in 1934 the position of 
Devanagarl is so important in the field of Sanskrit in India that it is hard 
for us to realise its comparative insignificance a hundred years ago. The 
establishment of Devanagarl in tracts outside its home districts has been 
accomplished during the last eighty years, and it is only a reflex of the 
spirit of centralisation brought in by the British Imperial Government in 
India. 

European influences were thus to some extent at work in setting up 
Devanagarl for Sanskrit, but Roman Sanskrit is still maintaining a 
vigorous existence— in scientific works on Sanskrit Culture and Philology, 
written by both European and Hindu Indologists. Occasionally, serious 
attempts were made by both propaganda and publication of books in 
the Roman character, to employ the Roman script for the vernaculars— 
notably by Sir Monier Williams, T. W. H. Tolbort, the Rev. S. Knowles, 
in the second half of the 19th and the first two decades of the 20th 
century, but nothing tangible came out of these attempts. A standard 
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Bystem of traDsliteration, employing a Roman alphabet supplemented by 
some additional letters with diacritical marks, generally with the principle 
of vowels as in Italian, consonants as in English,*’ has grown up, and this 
so far has been in possession of the field— most Roman printing for Indian 
languages being done in this alphabet, excepting in the more careful works 
which follow the Geneva system in transliterating Sanskrit into Roman. 
A translation of the New Testament, and of some books of the Old Testament 
are available in Roman-Urdu, besides a number of Christian religious 
tracts; and a Roman-Urdu weekly used to be published from Lucknow — 
the Kauhah-uHindj. Some of the Christian Gospels, and one or two secular 
books are also obtainable in the Roman character in Urdu, Panjabi, Hindi, 
Bengali, Tamil, etc. Roman-Hindustani is taught in the Indian Army to 
the Indian soldiers. 

Recently an Indian Government official of high scholarship and position, 
Mr. A. Latifi,c.i.B., i.c.s., ll.d. (Dublin), m.a., ll.m. (Cantab.), Bar.-at-Law, 
has come forward with a proposal to adopt the Roman script in an enlarged 
form for Indian languages. His ‘^All-India Alphabet’* he has formulated 
in a pamphlet, and it has been received favourably by H. H. the Maharaja 
Gaekwad of Baroda, at least to the extent of being reproduced and circula- 
rised for opinion among the officials of the state under his order. (A note 
on this script, which its originator has also called the Latifi Alphabet”— a 
name which we shall follow as it is shorter and leaves no room for 
ambiguity — is given as an appendix at the end of this paper.) 

Three questions now arise : 

[1] . Should we take up seriously the question of Romanisation 
of the Indian languages now ? 

[2] . If so, what should be our method of doing it— how could 
we do it best, without any hardship and without any loss of 
national prestige ? 

[3] . What should be the simplest and best form of Roman 
script to adopt as a uniform script for all Indian languages ? 

These may be taken up one by one, 

[1]* In the face of the Indian systems of writing like the Deva- 
nagarl which are as complete alphabets as any, and which possess a uni- 
versally admired scientific arrangement of the letters, besides being a truly 
national and characteristic product of Indian civilisation — a product which 
is the creation of the Ancient Indian ancestors of both the Hindus and 
the Muhammadans of present-day India, — the insistence on the Perso- 
Arabic script among the larger section of Urdu and Sindhi-using Indian 
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Musalmans for their mother-tongues would appear only to be the result of 
a false sense of values in their communal culture. The script has become 
the symbol of a religion and a culture which are thought to be antagonistic to 
Hinduism and everything connected with it. This is unfortunate, but the 
attitude of a powerful and a vociferous group of Indian Musalmans is 
like that. Musalman supporters of Devanagarl for Urdu (which a pro- 
minent Hindi writer has not inaptly described as ^MusalmSnl Hind! ') are 
known, but they do not count. Few intelligent Musalmans will be found 
to hold the brief for the Perso-Arabic script, but fewer still among them 
would advocate or support the use of Devanagarl in writing Urdu, although 
this would create a rapprochement to close the split of the Hindustani 
speech into Hindi and Urdu. 

The position of the Roman script is different. The example of Turkey 
in adopting it has set many of our Indian Musalmans thinking. There are 
signs that Persia may also adopt the Roman script. A Roman alphabet for 
Persian is already in use ; and in the musical notation of Europe — staff and 
tonic sol-fa — the Roman alphabet has found a strong ally in Persia. It is 
said that proposals for abandoning the Arabic alphabet for the Roman were 
already before the Mejliss, the Persian Parliament. The Turkish states 
under the Soviet Union have also adopted the Roman script. The Malay 
speech, now current among 50 millions of Malay, Javanese and other peoples, 
mostly Musalmans, of S. E. Asia and Indonesia, is universally written in 
Roman, in both the English and the Dutch spellings, — the Arabic script for 
Malay being confined to the million or so of Malaya Peninsula Malays. 
Considering its international character, and its use in a number of Muham- 
madan lands outside India, Indian Musalman opinion will, it appears to me, 
be not opposed to the Roman script, although it will stiffen against the 
DevanSgarl ; this attitude might be illogical and anti-national, but it has 
nevertheless to be understood even though it cannot be appreciated. 

We may now consider the position of the Hindus. With them their 
alphabet — ‘the Indian system — is a precious heritage, which has served them 
from time immemorial, and has served them well. It has been a very good 
thing for them, and to abandon it, they must be convinced of something 
really much better^ The scientific arrangement of the Indian letters, and 
the completeness of the alphabet for all native sounds (except in the case 
of some recent phonetic developments in the vernaculars) have been rightly 
regarded as a tangible evidence of the scientific thought and acumen of 
their ancestors. It is an alphabet which will conduce to the self-respect of 
any people : and to try to substitute a script of foreign origin, which in 
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India is associated with the British, would appear to be something of a 
sacrilege — an anti-national and anti-cultural movement of a most objection- 
able type : particularly at the present moment when there is considerable 
political unrest in the country. The national temperament among the Hindus 
is particularly sensitive : in the face of political subjection^ our cultural 
autonomy is a great refuge, and the national alphabet is a strong pillar of 
support for that refuge. Questions of international solidarity or conformity 
would be unmeaning to a people who are looked down upon as helots of 
the empire, and whose best energy and best discipline should be utilised in 
strengthening its nationality : when the attitude of the nationalist leaders is 
that of Sinn Fein and Athanasius contra munclum, an attitude which looks 
askance at the internationalism of Rabindranath Tagore and is enthusiastic 
with the nationalistic asceticism of Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi. 

A legitimate pride in the bases of one's national culture is pardonable in 
any individual or nation, and the Hindu, orthodox or unorthodox, has an 
instinctive sense of pride in his race and culture. If he is ultra-orthodox, 
he feels superior to all Mlecchas — all foreign barbarians ; and he would 
scorn to borrow the writing of the Mlecchas of Europe. The script is 
looked upon as an important base. And here the base is solid enough. It 
may have imperfections \ but what human institution is perfect ? On the 
other hand, the Roman alphabet at first sight has obvious imperfections of 
a far more serious type. The letters are arranged pell-mell, without any 
order. Why adopt chaos in place of perfect order ? Then, the orthography 
employing the Roman alphabet with which we are familiar, namely, the 
English orthography, has been described as a system which is ^‘absolutely 
without a conscience.^' We can have grave objections to a system which 
permits six sounds to a single letter a as in cai^ call,father^ ago^ fate^ 
hare)y and uses digraphs like sh^ thy dg^ ck for a single sound ad infinitum^ 
and has a number of silent letters {e.g,y calrriy have, hnighty thougkt)y and 
permits orthographical monstrosities like enough^\\nJ!d'], gaol = [dgeil], 
psychology = [saikolodgi], nation = [neiji^], etc. Besides, it does not have letters 
for some of the fundamental sounds of our languages, and to represent them, 
as well as the various vowels, we shall have to take recourse to additional 
capped and dotted letters, which are ugly and tiresome for the eye and 
besides are not very easily procurable. Why jump into this forbidding tank, 
leaving the limpid stream of your national alphabet ? As for the gains, 
namely that the Roman letters are simpler, and they make printing easier, — 
well, we do not feel the difficulty of our alphabets : it is an inheritance 
from our fathers, like our native speech ; and as it may be allowed that there 
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are more beautiful languages, so there may be more attractive alphabets— 
but we need not change our alphabet, as much as we could not change our 
language. 

Another pointto consider in connexion with the Hindu's predilection for his 
national alphabet is its relation to certain aspects of his religion and ritual. 
To an orthodox Hindu (and to this category belong most of the people, barring 
a few advanced intellectuals among the intelligentsia), the letters of the 
Indian alphabet are not mere letters — they have a mystic value, particularly 
in Yoga and Tantric philosophy and ritual. There is the mystic theory of 
the Blja^mantras^ in which certain letters or combinations of letters are looked 
upon as forming the visible and audible symbols of certain aspects of the 
Divinity. Thus the syllable ^ = [Oin] represents the Absolute, ^ = [KlTin] 
stands for the spirit of Generation or Manifestation in the Universe 
{Kama-hlja)^ #f=[HrIm] represents Sakti or Energy (that is. Life-force), 
=[Airn] represents the Guru or Spiritual Teacher, etc. In symbolising 
the Deity or certain aspects of it by means of Yantras or diagrams, for 
ceremonial worship or ritual, these Bya-mantras figure — they have to be 
written down inside these Yantras^ The adoption of the Roman alphabet 
will cut off one aspect of our religious ritual from a living contact with our 
daily life, which is now actually present through the Indian system of 
writing— and many Hindus will not contemplate this with equanimity. 

The above is roughly the situation among the Hindus, making the 
adoption of the Roman script at first sight both impossible and unnecessary, 
or at the best a most difficult matter. In the face of it all, should the 
Romanisation movement be pushed ? Would it be worth while to have 
the Roman alphabet ? 

To my mind, it will be worth it, and, with a proper understanding 
of the implications of Romanisation, the thing could be brought about 
in such a way that the national sentiment and national self-respect will 
be not jeopardised. But it is a matter which is not to be rushed by 
lightning propaganda, or by official or Congress circular or fatwa. At 
present, the Romanisation question is not one of immediate practical 
politics : it is still in the academic stage, and that in an embryonic form 
too, despite the three hundred years that some Indian speeches came 
under the jurisdiction of the Roman script. Let us see if there is a 
possibility of effecting a conversion of the intransigent Indian attitude 
against the Roman script — whether the question can have an appeal on 
its own merits. If ^ rapprochement is possible ideally, its practical 
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application should be quite feasible, — specially when the ideal is to make it 
a matter of gradual evolution and not to bring in a violent revolution 

A close study of the question has convinced me that our attachment 
to our Indian system of writing is primarily a matter of habit and 
sentiment. Sentiment and the force of habit are strong things in life, 
and we can easily forego obvious advantages, when these loom large. Senti- 
ment, like Bhahti or Faith, is often blind. Tempered with Knowledge, with 
Jnanay with proper understanding of the problems, we can have the finest 
intellectual and spiritual harmony: — and this should be our goal in corporate 
life, in which speech and writing have a paramount place. The sentiment 
can be properly directed, and then the gain will be immense. 

Whatever alphabet we adopt, whatever might be the underlying 
principle, syllabic or alphabetical, and whatever might be the shapes of the 
individual letters, in our future system of writing we must not under 
any oiroumstanoe abandon the soientifio arrangement of the letters. The 
Indian, i.e. the Sanskrit arrangement will stand in our primers and 
grammars— the vowels first, and then the consonants — first, the stops, 
aspirates and nasals following the order of the places of articulation, then 
the liquids and semivowels, and finally the spirants (sibilants) and the 
aspiration ; and these are to be followed by supplementary letters for sounds 
newly developed in our Indian languages, or imposed upon them from 
the outside. We cannot forego this order : it is a heritage too precious 
to lose. 

This being understood, it is to be seen if the new wine of the Roman 
letters can be put into the old bottle of the Indian order. It would mean 
in practice merely a change in the shapes of the letters. The old 
scientific order will remain, and the old names will remain. There is 
no magic in the peculiar combination of strokes which gives us ^ or or the 
Granthaor Oriya or Telugu or Kannada [ka]. Our current Indian alphabets 
are not more than a thousand years old, and consequently there is no question 
of an association with a hoary antiquity being sacrificed if we have 
[ka] and the rest of the alphabet in simpler and more convenient shapes 
than ^ or etc. If there were a virtue in antiquity, then we ought to 
go back to the 3rd century B.C. Brahml — which has the double advantage 
of being some thousand or twelve hundred years older than the Deva- 
nagarl, and is much simpler in formation at the same time. If we were 
consistent in our desire to retain historical antiquity, we would then 
welcome a reversion to the Brahml + Q A (Q) place of ^ w ^ etc, 
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What harm can aeoure if we adopt [k], and call it, not (%), but 
ka (!«•) ? If we write our if as [g], and call this [g], — not ^ (jee) as they 
do in English, or ^ (zh^) as they do in French, or <4^ = ^ (/ch/) as 
they do in Spanish, or %^yek as they say in Swedish — but simply ga (=?r) ? 
If we take [h] as a simpler symbol than our and call this letter [h] just 
ha (^), — and not as in English, or = 5^^) as in French, 

or {echS) as in Spanish, or ^ {ho) as in Swedish ? We would thus have 
the simpler Roman letters adopted for our purposes, and Indianised in 
both name and use. The Indianised Roman letters, simple, or, if necessary, 
enlarged with diacritical marks, will cease to have their English names 
when they are used for Indian languages, as equivalents of the Indian 
letters. We can even contemplate the future, when Indian children learn- 
ing their English spelling, will use (at least in the earlier stages) the Indian 
names : they will not only not spell an Indian word or name like [Gopal] 
and [Farldpur] as and 

{€ff-ay-ar^ai-dee-pee-yu-ar\ but as {ga-o^a-d-la) and 

{fa-a-ra-dlrgha i-da-pa-a-ra) ; but they will also spell an English 
word like neighbour as {na^e-uga^ha-la^o-u^ra)^ just as 

much as a French child learning English will spell it with French and not 
English names for the letters — as 

o-u-he), and not as {en-ee-di-jee-aitch^bee-o-yu-dr). 

A Spanish boy similarly is accustomed to spell the English word as 
{i ni^i^^khe' ache-bS'-o-U’^rf) , and a Swedish boy as 
{enn-S-i-yS-ho-bi^o^u^err) , 

Our sentiments, which are legitimately in favour of the Indian system, 
can be met in this way : the Indian order is retained, and the Indian 
names are retained— only we adopt new and simpler forms for the 
letters ; and these forms are taken from the Roman script, as it is 
an old and tried script which has the widest employ in the world. 
That in itself need not vitiate the Roman letters in our eyes. The Roman 
letters, again, are not absolutely new to India. Experience has shown 
that these can be applied with perfect success to Pali and Sanskrit and 
other languages. Sentiment apart, the only drawback is that we are 
not familiar with the script as applied to an Indian language, we are not 
habituated to it. Unfamiliarity is a great stumbling block, but it is not 
an insurmountable obstacle. 

In the form in which the Roman script is proposed to be adopted 
below, it will be possible, without the least ambiguity, to have all standard 
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Indian sounds properly represented by means of the Roman letters pluH a 
diphthongal ligature or two, eked out by some of the current Roman letters 
used upside down as new letters, and by modifying some of the current 
letters by means of a few easily intelligible symbols (point or full stop, 
minute mark or accent mark, and inverted comma) added to them. With 
about 40 symbols of all sorts, original letters and modifiers, it will be 
possible to do the work of the 48 simple Devanagarl letters (together with 
the whole host of conjunct letters, whose number is legion) : and in 
printing, these alone would suffice. A group of not more than 40 symbols 
would be all that will be required in printing not only Sanskrit, but also 
Hindustani (Hindi and Urdu), Bengali, Gujarati, Marathi, Tamil, Telugu, 
Kannada and other vernaculars, and Persian and Arabic in addition : more 
than ten times the number is needed now with the Devanagarl. It must be 
conceded that, at least as an academic proposition, it is well worth 
a trial. 

Everything is in a state of flux. Change is the law of life. If the 
Brahml could alter into the Devanagarl, if a simple symbol like [•+•] could 
become [iff], then the use of [k] in place of [w] can have nothing inherently 
wrong about it. Only, it must be admitted that in the ease of [-f] 
becoming transformed into [^], the change has been gradual — has been 
evolutionary ; the abandoning of [iff] for [k] will be abrupt. But this 
is an age of abrupt changes, and an abrupt change is permissible in the 
best interests of the society,— -only when such a change is assimilable. 
And, as I suggest, thirty to fifty years of what I call bi-litteralism or 
di-alphabetism will not make the change appear so abrupt. 

Taking into view the advantages of an Indianised Roman alphabet, 
and noting also the way along which the world is moving, — with English, 
a Roman-using language, becoming more and more widespread as a vehicle 
of World-culture, I think it will be a good thing to recommend the Roman 
alphabet to our country-men. Convinced that it will be a good thing, for 
some years our Indianised Roman might be placed before our people to 
enable them to make up their mind. The Roman will be kept as a side- 
show, as a second script beside the vernacular ones, for a number of 
decades, before the people finally can adopt it, attracted by its utility and 
its other great qualities. 

For the orthodox Hindus who see some mystic force in the shapes of 
the Indian letters in Tantric ritual apd worship, and would consider the verjr 
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idea of using the Roman script in that connexion sacrilegeous^ the Deva- 
nagarl and other provincial alphabets will continue to be a matter of 
study and acquirement for this highly specialised purpose. The native 
system — preferably in the DevanSgarl — will continue to have a place in 
decoration and in ritualism. 

As I have said before, the question of Roman isation is not one 
of urgent moment now. But we might start familiarising our 
intelligentsia with it, as both internal disharmonies — communal and 
provincial — and foreign influences might hasten issues ; and as a great 
cultural problem, our educated men should be prepared as to how to 
receive it. 

This is all that can be said about the first of the three questions broached 
previously. The simple and easily written Roman letters, enlarged as 
necessary by easily understood modifications, and arranged according 
to the scheme of the Indian alphabet, will give the most perfect of 
alphabets, as far as alphabets go in the world. The sounds of the 
letters (with the supporting vowel [a] in ease of consonants) will be their 
names, as another tribute to the Indian system. Such an alphabet is worth 
bringing to our people, 

[2]. Remembering that the Romanisation idea will continue to be one 
of academic interest, for some time at least, we should not rush with it from 
the university or the club to the market-place, pressing it upon an unprepared 
people. We would not recommend its immediate acceptance, supplanting as 
quickly as possible the old scripts. We must first of all have a well-thought 
out scheme, which is to meet the criticism of competent people, trained in 
phonetics and familiar with all the problems relating to the languages and 
their scripts. Dilettantism, with merely a burning zeal to lead our people 
to the Land of Promise, will worsen matters. A scheme like Mr. Biss’s 
^Typewriter Bengali ’ will defeat its own purpose (Mr. Biss, an Education 
Department OflScer in Bengal, sponsored some years ago the Romanisation 
of Bengali through the typewriter, and he suggested spellings like 
[swiikaar] for which in their cumbrousness recall orthographies like 

[yuuzhual] for usual which was actually proposed by an English Spelling 
Reform Society). When the consensus of competent opinion has decided 
for a particular system (and mine is offered below for consideration), some 
representative and responsible body should take it up and lend its support 
to it by propaganda. 
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1 would not for anything start Romanisation with children beginning 
to learn their alphabet, particularly when the grown-ups are innocent or 
apathetic about it, or actually or in a latent way hostile to it. The idea 
must filter down from the educated groups to the masses : the parents and 
the grown-ups must first be literate in both Roman and the Indian script 
before it can be taught to their charges. The method to be followed in this 
connexion should be something like this : 

{i) Propaganda ; special literature, special journals, books and periodi- 
cals in Indian- Roman ; advocacy through the press, persuading the verna- 
cular daily press to print some columns, at least one column, in the Indian- 
Roman script by way of propaganda and support. 

(f«) Assistance from the universities : making a knowledge of Indian- 
Roman at first voluntary and then obligatory for all college students — a 
paper or half a paper in the mother-tongue written in the Indian- Roman 
script being made compulsory at some period in the college stage. 

(m) Making Indian-Boman as used for the mother-tongue first an 
optional and then a compulsory subject in the high school stage. 

The fixing up of an Indian-Roman or Indo-Roman alphabet can be taken 
in hand immediately ^ then, as enthusiasts and active workers gather, 
propaganda can be taken in hand. The universities and schools can be 
handled only when a considerable body of public opinion is in its favour, or 
at least is not actively hostile : that will be the index of the situation. 

Sir Daniel Hamilton, a large-hearted Scotsman who made his fortune in 
India and Bengal, conceived of the idea of teaching the village children in 
his estate at Gosaba in the Sundarbans in South Bengal the Roman alpha- 
bet, and had a simple Roman-Bengali on a strictly phonetic basis devised by 
a committee of which the present writer was a member. This was some 
12 years ago. One or two books were printed in it, and it was taught to 
village children in a primary school. The results were exceedingly satis- 
factory-— the boys and girls were able to read their mother-tongue in this 
Bomah-Bengali much quicker than the ordinary children learning it through 
the Bengali alphabet. Nevertheless, this was only an experimentation at 
the expense of the children. Outside the school-room, and the few Bengali* 
Roman books available, their acquirement of this alphabet remained abso- 
lutely inefEectual, and they had to learn the Bengali alphabet over again. It 
will be wrong in principle and practice to make a beginning with the child. 
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Several decades of di-alphabetism^ spread of the new script among grown-up 
literates, and existence of some printed literature in the new script (includ- 
ing a number of standard books and classics in the language) — these must 
precede any serious attempt to begin the children’s instruction in their 
mother-tongue with the Roman script. 

I would not, again^ support the use of the Roman script exclusively 
among a minority community living in the heart of a surrounding major 
community which does not use the Roman ; and I would do so in the 
interests of the minor community itself. Take the case of the Santals in 
Bengal. An important non-Aryan people, they live surrounded by 
Bengalis, and they are everywhere bilingual. They cannot get on at all 
without the knowledge of Bengali, and if they can read and write Bengali 
they are equipped with a strong equipment in life. The Santali language 
is written in both Bengali and Roman. Roman-Santali will isolate the 
Santal from his Bengali neighbours. Bengali-Santali will automatically 
make him literate in Bengali, as he already speaks the language. The 
Santal has to live and work in a humble capacity — generally as an agri- 
cultural labourer, frequently as an independent farmer in a small way. He 
receives all his rent and tax receipts from his Bengali landlord in Bengali ; 
all government and municipal notices that reach him are in Bengali. We 
can understand the value of a knowledge of the Bengali alphabet in his 
everyday transactions. I would postpone Romanisation of Santali so far as 
the Santal villager in Bengal is concerned to the day that Bengali is 
Romanised. Of course, Roman-Santali will continue to be used, as it is 
now, for scientific purposes ; advanced Santals will, of course, be at liberty 
to pick up Roman-Santali at a later stage in life, to read the splendid series 
of Santali texts edited by the Rev. P. Bodding in the Roman script, with 
English translation, and published from the Institute of Comparative 
Ethnology at Oslo in Norway. 

If we proceeded in this way, taking time, there will be very little hard- 
ship. There ought to be a reasonably long period of transition in any im- 
portant matter in the life-history of a people. And there will be no loss of 
national prestige, as the final adoption of an Indianised Roman script will 
be voluntary among the people, after a sufficiently long period of transition. 
Our sentiments will be trained in that direction, and in the combination of 
the scientific Indian order of the letters with the simpler shapes and purely 
alphabetical employ of the Roman letters, the proposed Indo- Roman 
alphabet will be a powerful instrument in the spread of literacy j and the 
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dissemination of a knowledge of phonetics and linguistics will be made 
much easier than it is now. Alphabets and languages are distinct things. 
A change of alphabet does not mean change of the language. There are 
plentiful instances of the same language being written in more than one 
script all over the world. 

[3]. I now formulate my scheme of an Indo-Roman alphabet. It is 
always easy to devise elaborate letters, but elaborate letters have no practical 
value, as when a thing is in an experimental stage we cannot persuade press- 
owners to spend money in getting them done, or even in buying them when 
they are available in the market— which is not always the case. My scheme 
of Indo-Roman does not go in for any capped or dotted letter: modifica- 
tions are indicated by placing some special marks (which are always 
available in the ordinary English or Roman type cases) immediately after 
the letter. The main principle adopted is this : the diacritical marks are 
separate and detachable symbols added after the original letter, and not 
fixed below or above it, making new letters or types necessary. This 
makes printing easy. Writing is also easy, with convenient cursive forms 
of these symbols. 

The following 27 Roman letters — 

a, b, c, d, e, f, g, h, i, j, k, 1, m, n, o, p, q, r, s, t, u, v, w, x, y, z, » 
together with the following inverted letters treated as new or distinct 
letters — 

0, 9, q, r, q, lu, A ^—inverted c, 9, b, j, k, m, v) 
and the following Italic forms— 

d, n, r, s, t, z, 

modified in some cases by the following ‘indicators' (sucaka-cihna 
‘alamat o-i-**) placed after (and in two cases before) them — 

• • / » # 

« 

will suffice for the sounds of all the important languages of India, and 
will adequately translitemte all the letters of the Indian and the Perso- 
Arabic scripts. (For representing the pronunciation of Arabic as made 
by native Arabic speakers, it will be necessary to add the following two 
letters of Greek to the above list — namely, [^] and [8],) 
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adopted. Thus for the sound of si=^, the letter [j] (=inverted [f] treated 
as a separate letter) has been used, as if it were a sort of barred [j] with 
superfluous dot taken away : the Roman letter [j], which has the 
value only in English and is pronounced either as [y] or as in the 
other European languages, is reserved for other purposes. There will be no 
ambiguity about the value of [j]. 

The ‘ indicators ’ have in the main the following 

values (these indicators do away with the necessity of dotted and capped 
letters and capital letters, — and dotted and capped types mean additional 
types) — 

: the colon : used after a vowel, it indicates its length. A thicker 
style of this length-indicating sign, or some other more suitable 
sign, may be employed in place of the colon now suggested. 
It is also used after [r] when it is treated as a long vowel. 

a full stop, printed upwards, is used after consonants : after [r], 
it indicates that the [r] is vocalised, it becomes ^=[r‘]; 
after other consonants, excepting [h*], it indicates the quality 
known to the Arab phoneticians as itbaq, which characterises 
some of the Arabic consonant sounds. 

an accent or minute mark, stands for palatalisation of the preceding 
consonant. 

stands for cerebralisation, or retroflex pronunciation, of the preced- 
ing consonant. 

when preceding a vowel, indicates its nasalisation. it. symbol 
{candra-bindu) is adopted from the Indian script, as it will be 
easily available in India : the proper nasalisation symbol for 
the Roman alphabet — the symbol ["'] (called the til or tilde), 
although preferable— will not always be available in Indian 
presses. 

before a word will show that it is a proper name, as capital letters 
are omitted entirely from the proposed Indo-Roman script as 
being unnecessary. 

Experience has shown that these indicators being at a level with the 
tops of the letters are easier to write than diacritical marks above and below 
the letters ; and they are also less tiring to the eyes. Besides, dotted and 
capped letters demand greater attention in reading ; and the dots and caps 
in the tjrpes are prone to get broken or become blurred quickly. 
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o <=> 

pd QQ 

c® .£ 
^ o 

az c- 


JQ ® 

O 

oe 



Semivowels 
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The above comoDant letters may now be identified with their Deva- 
nSgarl and Perso-Arabio equivalents. 

[p, b] v; [t, djsciT, [t, d] are alveolar (danta- 

mullj a) sounds, like the English t, d, which are heard in Assamese and 
some forms of Gujarati, as a substitute for both the dental and cerebral 
tfd] [t\ d']= 3 , v = 3; [k', g']=palatal stops, heard in Burmese, 

dialectal Gujarati, etc.; [k, g]=^, ^=J, J; [q] = <5 of the Arabic; 
[ f] = the a/ of Arabic, a sound which is found in many Indo- 
Aryan languages, as a substitute for [h] ==Ti •, as in Rajasthani, Gujarati, 
East Bengali. 

[ph, bh] =% vr=M^, ^ ; [tb, dh] = [^h, dh] » Assamese 

^ and 5?, F; [t’h, d*h] =3, 3= ; [k'h, g'h] are dialectal 

Gujarati sounds; [kh, gh]=W, It is to be noted that 

for these aspirates, as well as for below, the 8top+[h] 

is employed : this is in accordance with the ancient Indian analysis 
of these sounds as ^ maha-prana * sounds, i,e», compoundings with 
‘ prana ’ or breath. By using digraphs for these compound sounds we at 
once do away with the necessity of having single-letter equivalents for the 
eleven Devanagarl letters — w, Hi, 3, 3, % ^ and ^ — in our Indo- 

Roman script— following in this matter both ancient Indian analysis and 
the habit of the Perso-Arabic and the Roman. 

[ts, dz] occur in Marathi, Rajasthani, Nepali, Oriya, East Bengali, 
Telugu, etc. 

[c>j]='%>n=5,5; [oh, 

[m]=»i=(»; [n]=»r=w; [«]= Tamil ‘palatal n*j [n’] jlln'] =^; 
[n*]»<5=; ([m*] =zanu8vdra, and ['^ ] = nasalisation, not in the table) ; 

[1]=QI=:J; [rj»o5; [r]«T*j; [/•jssTamil 'palatal r^; [r*] =»j. 

[f, v] = Indian/ (% vJ) and v bilabial spirant sounds ; [0, 5] are 

Greek letters, standing for the original Arabic values of the letters ^ and d, 
5 = respectively English tA in tAin and tA in tAen (these two sounds are rare 
for Indian languages, but are given in our Indo-Roman alphabet for 
the sake of completeness by including Arabic, which is a classical and 
secred language for Indian Musalmans) ; 

[s]=:h=u* ; [z] = [sT = «r; [z'] = the Tamil J, or zA, a cerebral 

or retroflex z sound, the voiced form of i5[=[8'J ; [s']=«c»utj 

[z']=J=»the French y; [x, 3L1=W, ^1=^, J; [b^q]=^, i of Arabic; 
[k] = I ; [h*] ==: (visarga • an unvoiced [h], in Sanskrit) ; 

[w, yj =«semi- vowel (not spirant) ks ; 
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In addition, the ‘lidded^ (mujibaq) letters of Arabic,- ^ ^ are 

to be transliterated respectively as [s* d’ t* ^*] when the native Arab 
pronunciation is intended to be conveyed, say in an Arabic quotation ; 
when the Persian and Indian pronunciation is in mind, the above letters 
can be transliterated in the Indo-Roman script as [s' Z’ t* z'] ; and [^, 8] 
^ of Arabic can similarly be rendered as [^, 2 ], Italic letters, when 
their Persian and Indian pronunciation is to be indicated. 

INDO-ROMAN VOWELS 


1 

Bilabial (Rounded) 

1 

Front (Unrounded) 

Central 

Back : Rounded, Unrounded 

[u] 

i 


u uc 

[0] 

e 


0 

[0] 

86 

9 

0 A 

i 


a 



All the above vowels can be lengthened by putting the ^indicator ^ 
of length [;] after them, [i] = short, [i:]=long; [u]=short, [U!] = 

long; and they can be nasalised, with the ‘ candra-bindu ^ (or ‘hilaP) 
symbol put before them, ^.y., [ i], [ u], [ u:] [ a], [ a] =V , ^ 

respectively. 

The symbols for the vowels as in the above table are explained and 
identifietfibelow : , 

[i:] = i, [u, U:] [ui] = the final [u] of Tamil; [e]=T^, 

{e, e:]=8hort and long [e] of Dialectal Hindi, Tamil, etc.; so [ 0 , 0:] = 
short and long [o] ; [se] = Bengali (£| in Jl in ^5t=the sound of a in 

South English man; [ 9 ] = unaccented, very short ^ of Hindustani, as 
in the second syllable of [rAt91l] = the English sound of a as in a^o, 

China; [o] = Bengali % short and long, [ 0 , o:], = the English sound as in 
law; [a] =* Hindustani ^ = English w as in 5WW or 0 as in son; this may 
be considered as the All-India value of the short [8.]=^; [a] = Hindustani 
The above letters comprise practically all the symbols required for 
most of the sounds and the letters of all the important Indian languages, 
. Aryan and non-Aryan. In the case of one or two languages, some special 
symbols may be necessary ; they are noted in their proper place, 

I now give the Indo-Roman script — the ' BhSratlya-Romaka Lipi^ as 
applied to individual languages. 
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[I] HINDUSTANI (HINDUSTHANI, HINDI) 

The DevanSgarl letters give not merely the sound-equivalents^ but also 
the proposed names of the Indo-Roman letters. In case of the aspirates, 
a little more elaborate naming, as suggested below, will be necessary. 


VOWELS 

Indo-Roman Devanagarf Equivalents 

Letters and Names in Devanagari 




A 

... 





a 

... 





i 

... 





i: 

... 

t 




u 

... 





u: 

• •• 





r* 






r: 

•«« 





r 






e 

••• 





Ai 

••• 





0 

... 





AU 

... 





Am’ 

... 





••• 

9 




Ah’ 

... 


(ft^) 



CONSONANTS 



Indo-Roman 

Letters 


Devanagari Equi- 
valents and Names 

Indo-Roman 

Letters 

* 

Devanagari Equi- 
valents and Names 

k 



kh 


T («n 5im) w ; 

g 

= 


gh 

= 

^r, »r-li-9ra- 

n* 

= 



'% (m Bm) g ; 

c 



ch 


'f (?IT mBl) w ; 

J 




“ 

•% (w BTBi) n i 
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CONSONANTS — continued. 


Indo-Boman 


Devanigarl Equi- Indo-Roman 

Devanftgarl Equi- 

Letters 


vaientB and N ames Letters 

valents and Names 

n' 

= 

"ST (flT^ 3r, xnt^T ; 


t’ 


z z), t’h - 

3, 

(?n in’!); 3; 

d’ 

=: 

« ^), d’h = 

s, 

(m nryi) 3 ; 

n’ 

= 

’ll ’s, ’ll ) ; 


t 


z, th = 

(UT nw) «f; 

d 


9, dh = 

(?IT HT’ii) ; 

n 

= 

*t ’f) ; 


P 


tf, ph 

qf, 

(qr in’ll) qf ; 

b 

ZZi 

bh = 

q-qq-y h, q-t-Bw- 
q (nr niqi) « ; 

m 

= 

B} y = 

q; 

r 

= 

T; 1 = 

w; 

V, w 


n '( [v] before [i, e, y] J [w] before [A, u, a, o], and 
after consonants ; or simply [y] could be used); 

s' 


Ji (nra«i «l, s’ = 

q (vqqfq- ^qwtq' 

s 

= 

^ b) ; 


h 


"5} 


r’ 


? C^1«!biraT ?), r’h = 

q (ql€lqt% f-qq q, 
qtftqr^t ^-li-BTq-q 
qr qiqi q). 

In addition 

, for foreign sounds as introduced by 

Urdu, the following 

etters would be 

required : 



f= 

'll = ; Z=^ = j * 

li ■ z'=^=J ; 


x = 

^ = t; 51= b 

q= ? = 


f= 

= ^ ; 1 *1= '*1 ^ f, 


A special note on the symbol [aJ =’st is necessary. 
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la ladian writing, ^ is grammatically the short vowel, and ^ is its 
long form. This was so when ^ was as much an open (ftfcr) sound as 
But at least from the time of PSnini, short ^ changed its quality, it became 
a close sound, and thus it was no longer the short of — in practice 

though not in theory. For this % which is equivalent to the u in English 
but, the Inter national Phonetic Association has been using the symbol [a]. 
This can be adopted for the Indian % and this will release [a] for 
without making it necessary to have the length indicator [:] after the [a], 
which would have been unavoidable if simple [a] were used for A good 
deal of inconvenience in having the length-indicator always after the [a] for 
^ is thus avoided. 


For the anusvara^ the symbol [m*] is put after the vowel, from the 
nature of the sound itself. Optionally, it could be rendered in Hindi by a 
simple [ n] , for which see below. The anuna^iha^ or nasalising value is 
denoted by putting the symbol before the vowel — [ ] — as a sort of warning 
beforehand that the vowel following is nasalised. 

The Indo-Roman alphabet for Hindi stands thus, with the names for 
the letters being as in Hindi : 


A a 


u 

u: r- 

r; 

1 e 

Ai 0 AU 

k 

kh 

S 

gh 

n' 

c 

ch 

} 

Jh 

n' 

t’ 

t’h 

d’ 

d’h 

n’ 

t 

th 

d 

dh 

n 

P 

ph 

b 

bh 

m 

y 

r 

1 

V, w 


s' 

s’ 

s 

h 

r’ r’h 

f 

z z' 

X 


q 


Where the final ^ is absent in pronunciation, its equivalent in the 
Indo-Roman script, [a], is to be omitted from writing. 

Before their corresponding class nasals, [n* n' n^] may be written 
simply as [n]; so that the letter [n] may be allowed to behave like the 
animUta in Devanftgarl writing, e.g., [pAn’kAJ, or pAnkAJ], 

[pAn'CAm or pAnCAm], [tauM’Aw, tand'AW]. 

As anu8vara=i[m*] has the sound of [n] in Hindi, and is often written as 
the letter [n] consequently could be employed for [m*] in 
Hindi. e,0.. in = fhAllS, bAns'l rather than fhAm’SA, WAm’S'Al. 
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SPECIMENS 

( i ) 

«IT^, ^ %ST ^ %%* 7h 

^ 5JT€f %fqf*TTt, if l^T % I fsi^ 

t^r if if if ^ % i 

w ^*T if iitsisi t, % ^T?i^ if ms^ 

^ 1 1 qpit if f^asrraT % i sr^T ^ %ut f^a-qrwr 
if f^pr f , 3^*1 %^T.m rjK^i\^ wj ^ 

t • 51^ Wff% fq^srit % I ^T5R ’Rk TTft % ^f#f 

mn 5iwt ^ ^ T^<ff % I 5r^t uj^q? 

4z t msT kiqfRrm % i siwi ^ ^ Tisr^fh % srf^ q=!r 

qqf ^(m % 5it^ f i sf^i ?Tg«R % ^qsr w( 

wm krkRi tr?i % \ 

j&o, ek bar oaI kar hAm apne us purane des' ko dekh^e to sAhi ; , jo 
nal'o ke klnare, am ke gbane ban^o ke bi;o m^e basa hua bai. jis des' m*e 
gbar gbar m*e oandan ke vr'ks’ aur darwaz o m^'e oandan ke kiwar’e 
lage b*Ai. }Ab*a eab log sone ke tbal*o m"'e bbojan karte h*Ai, sone ke 
bartan*o m*e pani; pl:te h^ai. jab ""a gbar gbar m'"e cltrasala h*Ai. jab*a 
kl; striy'a citrakalam'e nipun’ b^ai, aur sab purus’ oItr*o kitsundaratapar 
mugdba bone ka br’day rakbte b'“al. jAb*a gbar'oke pichwar’e gbani; 
b*aswar’I: bai. am aur mabuwe ke p^'er’^'o ki: cbaya jab^a rast*o ko s'lital 
aur sukbad banaye rakbtl; b'ai. jab^'a pratyek kan’t’h se gan nikalta bai. 
jab'a kl: cAupal*o m*e raj-nl:tl ko jat’il pras'n ek ek wakya se suljbaye 
jateb*Ai. jAb*a manus'ya matra ke jiiwan ka nirdis’t’ laks’ya aur 
nis'oit path bai. 


( ii ) 

^sm ^ ^ w sri: »ii %, %— qftqsr- 

I ! Tm^K ?T#f %<Tf % i 

iNnw if t ^^Tg>if>i 5^, ^ 

!ir?: 51^ ’ifk ??i krqfit krqfK ^ mqf if 

t I ^ ^ »TWft % ; STTO 

^ I sin? ^ v\ i 
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WT jnftsi ^ i f^ST ^ xm % 

*1^ 11^ fHSTS % *1^ I STTS^m 

^T*TT % fxm^ !in 

'5*1^ ^ gSB?! *T^ I ^ ^T?I ^zrjz ! 

?ffr «T^ %, 5!nl !!^ I 

w?rm ^ t %, %»r % HKa if % i 

aj kAl dukh ki; ek n&i: t'Aksal khul gAi: bAi, Aur wAh hAi — jitwAn- 
sAngram. ji:WAn-sAngi>am! jidhAP dekhie, yAhi: awaz sunai: deti: hAi. is 
sAngram m'^e ap kisi: se sAhanubhu:ti ki;, ks’Ama ki:, protsahAn ki: as'a nah^i: 
kAr sAkte. sAb-hi: Apne-Apne nakh aur dant nikaie s'ikar ki: tak m"‘e 
bAit’he h^'ai. un ki; ks’udha ^prAs'ant-mAhasagAr se bhi: gahri: hai; kisi: 
tAPAh s'ant nah^i hoti;. kas'! yah din 0Aubi:s ghant’^o ki: jagah Ap’tall:s 
ghant’^'o ka beta! idhar su.rya nikia, aup udhap niAs'itn oali;. phir wah 
do bAje rat se pahle nah'^i: band ho sakti; — ek minat’ ke liye bhi; nah^i:. 
nas'ta khar’e-khar’e ki:]ie, khana daur’te-daur'te khaie, mitr^o se milne ka 
samay nah^i; — faitu: bat^e sunne ki: fursat nah^'i:. matlab ki: bat kahie 
sahab— cat’patM samay ka ek ek minat’ as'arfi; hai, moti; hai, use 
vyacth nahTi: kho sakte. wah sangram ki; manovr'tti paoohim se ai; hai, 
aur bar’e Yeg se ^bharat m^e phail rahi: hai. 

Ciii) 

f%f% #|5T5T ^ fxjgri X% 

0\ 

^ ; 

TiTfsT-fTSTSTT-^?: ^iT ^51 H 

''N vj 

t ^ t ^ I 

larfhTm ^ri ^ri ^ 

»rT?r ^ "STfiiTTH ^ ; . 

^ gw 

gq qil ^ ^ ii 

nisi dina sraunana piyuis’a so piyata rabai, 
ohaya rahyo nada b*asuri; ke suragrama ko; 

*tArani-tanu ja-ti;ra bana kunja bi;thinA m*ai 
jab ' a tAh*a dekhati; h^ai ru;pa ohabl-dhama ko. 
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k4bi ^m4tiram& hoU h'"ato na hie t*Al neka 
sukbA premA gat a ko pArASA AbhiramA ko; 

^u:dho tumA kAhAtA biyogA tAji jogA kAMU, 

|ogA tAbA kArAi JO biyogA hoyA ^syamA ko. 

[II] SANSKRIT 

Sanskrit (as well as Pali and the Prakrits) can also be written in this 
Bharatiya-Uomaka Lipi — only for ^ and ^ it may be thought advisable to 
write short [a] and long [a:] (and not [a] and [a] as in the vernaculars). 

^ may be properly indicated as long in Sanskrit — [e:, 0:], and long 
and short in Pali and the Prakrits [e, e:] and [o, 0;]. ^ would 

consequently be [ai, au] (or better, [ad, a:u]), and not [aI, Au]. But 
to keep up an agreement with the vernaculars, it would perhaps be better, 
from the point of view of present-day Indians, to write Sanskrit in the 
vernacular way — ^ = [a, a], % [e, o], ^=[Ai, Au], 

If thought necessary, the visarga can be indicated as [h*], and the 
upadhmaniya 2ini jihvamuliya iorms ot the tisarga respectively as [f] and 
[x]. Special symbols will have to be employed for Vedic accent— -a vertical 
bar, [’] justified, at the top of the syllable for the uddita^ and the grave 
accent ['] similarly for the svaritaj the anuddtta being left unmarked. For 
only [v] is to be employed ; or [w], if it is intended to indicate the semi- 
vowel sound of ^ ; both [v] and [w] which are equally permissible for 
the ^ in the modern vernaculars, need not be used for ^ in Sanskrit. 

fim; ; 

II i ’Rnmn 

^ '^qpn ’et 

grt, cgjrfq ?i^^ II 

ity eivam' te:na;bhis’t’uta;v*as'vlna;v atjagmatur a;hatas' oainam- 
“pri:tau svah', e;s’ate;-pu:pah', as'a;ii-alnam’’ Itl. 

sa e-.vam uktah* praty uvatoa— “nainrtam u;oatur bhagavantan. na 
tv a'.ham e:tam apu:pam upayo-.ktum utsahe; gumve; -nive:dye:tl.” 

tatas tarn Wvlna.v u:oattth'— “a;va:bhya;m purastaid bhavata 
upa'.dhya:ye;naiyam e;va:bhls’t’ata;bhya:m apu-.po; datta upayuktaa 
sa te;na;nive:dya gurave;, tvam api tathaiva karas’va yatha; kp tam 
upa:dbya;ye :ne;tt,” 
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[III] HINDUSTANI [URDU] 

The Indo- Roman script for Hindi will also be suitable for Urdu. 
The order of the vowels as in Hindi can be retained. The consonants can 
be arranged as in the Urdu alphabet, as follows (the names of the letters 
in Urdu can for the present be applied to the Indo-Roman letters) : 

r=1; b=v:; p=v; t’ = «a> CJ.' - ‘(i* «=* 

S:#V 5 ®=55 d**; 

d’=s5 ( ‘Jl3’ ) J 0 = i (‘J|3’ > ^’~3 (‘^5’ l/^b ’ 

z=j ; Z'=J Cfc^y». ) ; 8=0* 5 8'=u» ( •!, ) ; 8 =u* 

(<*U' Ij^ Juu.<»u» ^3^) ; z-=i>( aoj-'tfU’ ; f=J» 

( <j^) ; z-=^ > 5 ^) » 

q_^. 3j=^j f=wj ; q=J; k='-i j g=^ j 1= J ; iu=('; n=b>; v,w=jj 

h=»j y=(rf ; 

kh=»+^; gh=M^j ch=**»; jh=H^j t’h=*4^; d’h=‘*3; r*h=‘*j; 
th=*^; dh=‘^»; pli=»4<; bh=M) ;{*^*)i*^;*^*yi*^ etc.) 

*= Jt. . fcii wijo.. 


SPECIMENS 

(i) 

^ ^ ^ Vil J-Jjl 

ojq £. isMa^ £. ^ y/ ^ i? 

j,y» * 1 " ^ * 1 "^ IV j* ^ j'*! 

v_/-l 4^ ^ *J v_#«? is ^ ~ ^ 

»• «• •• V 

^ ^ - 4 ^' < 2 - 4 . JU^ JJU* 

4iU; Vb- ^ viM-" vtirb** ri^ r^.) "y* 

j/i. ^ ^ii ^ ^b- vy* ^ vy 
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^ cjli yj»J{ *i jifoi ^ ^ \jmyi 

<r4) ^ ^ <4^ ri**^ ^ y:}f^ 

- y ^ '-^ 

c— ^L *a ^ aS &3 ^ y^ 

>a. ) ^ [j* l<i*J ^t»fca.| ^ (_;«| '^.f^ U*> L. y;l***i* ^ ttt)*^ 

d4*' kJ s/"^ ^ 

* <^y cAii 

qAdi;m *updu: AdAb AgArol zAban ki: qadamAt ki; wAjh se mAuju:dA 
DAsro ke lie s'ayAd kuoh kAin diloAspl: ka baqis ban sake, lekln «s ke 
mut’alAqa ke baqd is amr ka yaqi-.n ho jata hai ki *urdu; zaban is qadP 
tllil;maya nah'l: hal jaisa ki qam t'aur par samjha jatahai. ni;z ai se titn 
sau baras pahile bhi; wuh is ki: ahl tbi; ki is m*e aqia darje ki: s'aqiri: 
ki; |ati: tbi: aur mus'kil-se-mus'kii aur peoi;dA-se-peoi:dA masafil suljhaye 
jate the. s'aqiri: ki. koi: s inf aisi; nab i: jo is xizane ni*e mauju:d na ho. 
razm aur bazm, don*o ki; tAs;wi:r‘'e jis xu:bi: ke sath is zamane m'e dikhai; 
ga'i;, baqd ke Adi:b’o m*e siwae *mi:r ani.s aur ' mi;r h’asan ke koi; du:sra 
In ki; na^'ir m*e na pes' kar saka. afsos to is bat ka hai ki baqd ke mus'an- 
nlf*o ne qadi'.m s'aqir^o ki; tAqii;d bhl; nab*!; ki:. wuh qazAl ke daldal m*e 
aise ph*as gae ki kisi; duisri; s inf i-s'aqiri; tak un ki; rasai: dus'war ho |ai;. 
aur us' ka nati;)A yah hu;a ki *h’ali; ke zamane tak hamare yah'a t awi;! 
aur musalsal na;<i'm'‘o ka fuqdan raha, aur *h’ali; ke baqd jab is ka ih’sas 
paida hu:a to aoohe s'aqir o ki; kami; bo gai;, }o ^h’ali: ki; taqll'.d m*e 
aqla-se'Aqla adabi: karname pes' kar sakte. 

(ii) 

^ ^ y y ^ Jo -yul ^1 

y y>a}^ ^ 

^ — tS y — Tl ^ir <IUj* ^ 

‘='1'^ ±. yj9- 

y y — iki Vif — 4"^ 

y VirV y 

y)^H^>/ j.;« - y 4 -T 
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JftA. y ^ i-jS 

y j<- y 6/-* ^ i-^ 

^Uil l«j ^j,‘> 

y jL-J 5 ^ *i y y*>T v» j* *4* 

^ U*J < 4 ^T ^ yi 
y J4 jU aj <^l u/i* y*^ -T?* 

e/p* tt/y** ir<>:L ^ 4*l vV NT?- 

y jl — 1^1 |, — Ic j-f ii 

*lj ^ jy. I — ii yjl y 

y 3y ,_** ^ ^ «*U / 

y j< — ii iL j ^ y' ‘>y^ 

Jiy s^lilif* dll-fip 6 b DA ho tu;, to haih nAh i; ; 

PAT tujh-pA h’Aif hAi, JO ma ho: dil-gudaz tu;. 
s’AiiiiAt pA ho fltoftA qalAin a^ap tAinain, 
h’a,— sadAgi: se aiyo Apni. ua baz tu:. 
jAuhAT hAi rasti; ka AgAr teri; «at m^e, 
tAh*sl;n-l-ifOZgaif se hAl be-niyaz tu;. 
h’usu Apna gAv dikha uAh i: sAkta jAhan ko, 
ape ko dekh, Aur kAu Apne pA naz tu;. 
tu: ne klya hAi bAh’r-l-h’Aqi-.qAt ko mAUj-xez ; 
dhoke ka W*! if*hega, jAhaz, tu;. 

wuh din gAe, ki jhu:t’ tha i:man-l-s'aqlpl; ; 
qibla ho Ab udhAr, to ua ki:jo uAmaz, tu;. 
xhl-i- tiKg -xr ki; 'akh-ni e rAhna hAi gAr qazi;z, 

Jo bo-bAs*Ar h'Ai, un se ba rAkh saz-baz tu;. 
nak u:pAri; dAwa se teri; gar OAr’ha* e log, 
mAqsU'.r jan un-ko, jo ho carA-saz tu;. 
oup-oap Apne sACse kiye ja dil^o m'e ghxr, 
u;oa abhi; ua kAr qAlAm-l-imtiyaz tu;. 
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]o na-bAlAd h^Al, un ko bAta oor bAn ke rah — 
gAr oahta hAi ^xiz*r ki: qumr-i-dAraz tu: 
qizzAt ka bhed mulk ki: xidmAt m'^e hAi ohipa ; 

^mAh*inu:d jan ap ko, gAr hAi ^Ayaz tu:. 

[lY] PERSIAN 

As a classical language, Persian can equally be written with the 
Indo-Roman script as employed for Hindustani (Hindi and Urdu), follow- 
ing the Indian pronunciation of Persian, which is archaic for the language, 
being based on Persian pronunciation of five hundred years ago. In present- 
day Persia, a standardised Roman spelling does not appear to have been 
generally accepted, but it will be quite easy to write Persian in its modern 
pronunciation in the Roman character without it being necessary to use 
a single capped or dotted letter. 

The short [a] of Modern Persian is pronouned very much like the 
South English a as in man^ and hence this can be conveniently represented 
by [CB] ; the long [a:] of Modern Persian has become like the South English 
an or aw as in caught^ law (and a frank [u:] before nasals), and this 
pronunciation can be well indicated by the symbol [o], as employed in 
the alphabet of the International Phonetic Association : if [o] is thought 
too outlandish, [a] simply can be employed instead, differentiating it 
from the short [ae]. The short vowels of Modern Persian can thus be 

written [sB, e, o], thus v v v = [bae, be, bo] (in Indian pronunciation 

✓ 

[bA, bi or be, bu or bo]) ; and the long vowels of Modern Persian also 
can be written [a or 0, i, u], thus — b y = [ba or bo, bi, bu] (in Indian 
pronunciation [ba:, bi: or be:, bu: or bo:]), and the diphthongs as [ei, OU], 
= [bei, bou] (in Indian pronunciation [bAi, bAu]). The long 
^ and j vowels of Modern Persian are always pronounced as ma^rufy i.e., 
[i:] and [u:], the Indian {majhul) values of [e*.] and [o:] are unknown 
to Modern Persia; as both short [e] and short [o] will have to be used for 
representing the Indian pronunciation of Persian, long [e:] and [o:] will 
also be necessary in India. The izafat and the conjunction j are frequently 
pronounced as short [e] and [o] in India, and they may be written as such. 

SPECIMENS 

(i) 
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(Indian Pronunciation) 

s'Axs’e; Az *Aflat*a;n pupsi;d ke, *‘salha-e bisyar dAr jAhaz ba:di:o 
SAfAT-e-dApya kApdi; ; dAp dApya ce qAjayAb dl;dl; ?”— guft, “qAjAb hAml;n 
bu:d ke az dApya bA*kinapA sAlamAt pAsl;dAin." 

( ii ) 

Below are given two transcriptions of Persian, in Indian and in 
Modern Persian pronunciation — the first in Tndo-Roman, and the second 
in what may be called Perso- Roman. It is to be noted that in India, final 
[n] after a long word becomes a mere nasalisation. [9] ^nim-fathah, 

I — JU. y I 

lyb iX X 4 S j ^ dS 

*>* — ij* y Jl j — « 
t — *!) j !) ^i<A— ,6 

i.j ^}y^ ) jliX— ^ j>i t Lrw 

ciyy J — jU 

J — ^ ^_y* 

^ vaU* j ^ ^ xjt 

^ ^ I J 

J — ji X — ^ — c« 

/jJD 3' v:/— *il vjJI — 

(Indian Pronunciation : Indo-Roman) 

kApI;ma ! bA-bAxs'a-e-bAp h’al-e-ma, 
ke hAste;m Asi;p-e;'-kAmAnd-e;-hAwa. 
nA dape:ino qAip az tu fApyade pas I 
tu i; qaedy^a-pa xAt'a-bAxs' o bAs. 
nigAhdapo ma*pa ze-pab‘e-xAt*a, 
xAt'a dAP guisiap o: s’AwabAm numa... 
oehel sale qamive;-qAzl;zAt gu^As't, 
mlza}-e;-to az h*al‘e‘tifll: uAgAs't. 
hADiAh ba hAwa o; hAwAS saxeti;, 
dAme: ba nAs'alih* nA pApdaxetl;. 
tnA-kun tAkyA bAp qamp-e-na^paedap 
tuA^'baB' i:mAn az bazi!;‘e:*po;zegaPt 
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dd 


(Modern Persian Pronunciation : Perso-Roman) 

kserlma ! bsefosexs'a-e-baep h’al*e ma, 

Cknrlmo 1 bsebaxs'c-e-bser hol-e mo} 
ke hffistim sbsIp-I ksemsend>e hseva. 
nsB darimo ^eir sez to feeryado nes ! 
to i qas'lyan ra xat’a-bsexs' o bass, 
negffihdaro ma ra ze rah-i xaet'a, 

[ne^sehdopo mo ro ze roh-i x»t'o} 
xaet'a dssp gozar u s'sevabaem noma.... 
oehel sale qomr*! qaeztzset go^ses't 
mezaj-1 to asz h’al-e t'efll naegses't. 
bffimeh ba baeva u haevaes saxoti, 
dasmi ba mass'aleh’ naa paerdaxoti. 
mae kon taekye baer qomr-e na-paedar 
maa-bas' imaan aaz bazi-e ruzogar. 

In a simplified Perso-Roman, representing the actual pronunciation 
without any reference to the Perso-Arabic orthography [a, S‘]='»<, can be 
written simply [$]= same as [t‘]=^ simply [t]=«» ; [h’] = ^> simply as 
[h]=»; \z, Z', «•], that is, i i> -b, as [z]=J ; and [j[]={and [q]=<3 being both 
pronounced as [^]=i, one symbol can be written for both — perhaps [q] as 
the more common letter would be preferred; [q]=t can be ignored, also 
m-' ; and in scanning, the indistinct vowel which is intruded can be 
written as [o], as it has been done above. In the modern pronunciation, [v] 
is to be used rather than [w] ; the vowels [sB e o] are always short ; [a] == 
[»}. as in English law^ [i], and [u] are always long. If [©] is thought too 
outlandish, simple [a] can be used for the short vowel = or fathah^ and 
[o] then can be used for the so-called long 5. See p. 39 for transcriptions. 


A PfifiSO-ROMAN ALPHABET FOR MODERN PERSIAN 

VOWELS 


Short 

SB (or a), e, 0 ; 9 

Long 

a (or o), i, u 

Diphthongs 

ei, on 
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CONSONANTS 



Gutturals 

Palatals 

Dentals 

Labials 

Stops 

bo 

(k'. S') 

t, d 

p,b 

Affricates 


c, J 



Spirants 

X, q (or 3[) 

s', Z', y 

s, z 

f, V 

Liquids 



r,l 


Nasals 

(n'=n) 

(n'=n) 

n 

m 


[k', g' I are subsidiary values of [k, g], and may be optionally 
employed. It is to be noted that initial and intervocal [k, k', t, pj of 
Modern Persian are strongly aspirated, as [kh, k'h, th, ph], but this 
aspiration need not be indicated in writing, as much as it is not done in 
English. 

SPECIMEN OP MODERN PERSIAN 

J ^ i) jl J lijL u 

oa|,A okji j ciJilo/ a*|,A fcJU j *j/ fi_Uj «:^»T .y3 lojj ^jjf jAk. 

IjoU lj.>U ^ 

Fuh-e bffis'SBP nlz ruzl xahad amsed ke aez tomas'a vo kar bopdan-4*ln 
bame vasael taraqql ke tsmaddon-e jadid jaluyas' mirlzad xaste s'ode vo 
xod ra dameyan anha mahbus dide. be atraf-e xod xahad nagerist, o 
vaqtike az madar-e xod yani az ruh-e azali vo jamall motlaq asari 
pelda na-kard, an vaqt bana-e garie vo nale xabad gozas't o faryad xahad 
zad— madav! madav! 

The same text in the alternative system, with [a]— short &, and [o] = 
long 5: 

ruh-e bas'ar niz tuzi xohad omad k'e az tamos'o vo kor bordan-e in 
hame vasoel taraqqi k'e tamaddon-e jadid' jalnyas' mirizad xaste s'ode vo 
xod ro darmeyon onho mahbus dide. be otrof-e xod xohad nagerist, o 
vaqtik'e az modar-e xod yoni az ruh-e azali vo jamoli motiaq asari 
peido na*kard, on vaqt bano-e garie vo note xohad gozos't o foryod xohad 
zad— modar ! modar t 
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[Y] ARABIC (CLASSICAL) 

Like Persian, Arabic is a classical language of India, although foreign 
to the country. Arabic quotations may occur in Urdu, and it may be 
necessary to write them in Roman. The Indo-Roman script for Hindustani 
covers Arabic in its Indian pronunciation, but to transliterate Arabic in Arab 
pronunciation it would be found convenient to have two letters from the 
Greek— [0] and [8], for the Arabic sounds of ^ and (Failing these, 
an Italic [^] and an Italic [d] can be employed.) The vowels will be as 
follows: [a, a:, i, i:, U, U:] ; the diphthongs — [ay, aw]. For consonantal 
j, we should use only [w]. The Roman equivalents for the Arabic letters 
(consonants) would then be — 

t = b = v; t = c:>; (9(orf)=d.; x = ^; 

d = *»; 8(ord)=j; r=j ; z=j; s = ^ ; s' = ^_p ; s' ; d' = u^ ; 
f S’=li ; q = ^ ; >1 = ^ ; f=>»i ; q = j ; k = ^; 1 = J; m = 
n=y;; w=j; h = » ; 

TaDwin=an', in', un' ; Ta-ha=th (or t). 

SPECIMENS 

(i) 


// /I /• ^//A // / I /A //^//A/^/zA // A/A 

#4&| ^ j 4U| oXr ^ >0^1 


// / / 4 0 A / 

/ / / ^ / „ 




A/ / / / A / 4-# J, /A A/A 

« j ii * AJJl Ji* > 04 J| 


A# A/ ^/AA / /Atf ^ ^ ^AA / 4t ^A^ A / / t /A / i# I /A 

♦ dLfesjjj ^ j SaJJaII ^ ^ ^ 


A/ d6 //A/ / / 4> // /I it/ A^ ^^A i ^ *5 ® 

J JJJ 80l4SrR >La. IAa Aaav) 4JJI Jaa^a .UJ) ^ 

^r / /**/// ^ f ^ / 


/ ' S ^ A / A«» 


fi:>l>badn ka:na-l-kalimathu, wa-l-kalimathu ka-.na qinda-lla;hl, wa 
ka:na-l*kaUmatbu-lla;ha. ha:Sa; ka:na fi>i-badfi qiDda-lIa;bl. kullu s'ayfin' 
blbi ka:na wa bi-qayribi lam yakun s'ayfun' mimma: ka:na. fi;bi ka;natl*l- 
h’aya:wtbu, wa'l-b’aya-.wtbu ka;nat na:ra-l-na'.8i. wa*l-na;vu yud‘i;fu 
8'ttlmatbi, wa-l-8’ulmatbu lam tudrik-bu. 

ka:na (lnsa;nan' morsalun' mina-lla.bi’ ismuba *ytt;b’anDa;. ba;8s; |a;fa 
U-l-s'aba;dathi li-yas'bada ll-l-nu;rl likay yufmina-l-kulla bi*wa:Blt'atihi. 
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( ii ) 


// 4»A /// m ^ //// / / *<!»/ a A' a/A//0// 

- >U J| J)i* »;-• J|)C - J Jl^ 

/ A A / ^ A/ A / '/ ^ /AX , ^///'/ ^ A A// ^ . / / X«9 

viiijti oUt j3 ij - Ii Jtii ijlaji jjiu ^ 

/ A// / ^ /A// ^/K/ /A/ A«»/^A/ A 

» ^llaj ^ 3) 


3[aza:lun^ wa ^aqlabun^ qaza.lun^ marrathan^ qat'is'a ; fa-nazala filay 
jubbi ina:rin^ fa-s^ariba min-hu b^-s^arahln^ ^umma famida -l-t*ulu:qa 
fa-lam yaqdir, fa-naS‘ara-hu -1-^aqlabu, fa-qa:la la-hu— “ya: faKl:> qad 
fasafta fi: fiqlika [iS lam tumayyiz kayfa tatiaqu wa-baqda Salika nazalta/' 


[YI] BENGALI 

For Standard Bengali, the Indo-Roman alphabet as for Hindi can be 
employed, but as the Bengali pronunciation of is not [a], but [o], 

this may be used in place of [a] ; = ^ and = will then have to be 

written [oi, ou], or, better, [oi, ou]. But it would be better to follow 
the All-India system of transliteration, and equate Bengali ^ with [a], it 
being understood that in Bengali [a] has the value of a more rounded 
sound, of [o]. 

Colloquial Bengali (i.e. ^ followed by an which is either lost or 
is weakly pronounced) and (i,e, ^ similarly treated) can be indicated 
by [a] and [a] followed by a symbol p] which can be made from the note 
of interrogation, [?], with the vertical line and the dot at the bottom broken 
off : [a^] and [a^] : of these, [a*^] has the value of a frank [o], and [a’] of 
a fronted [a]. This symbol can be called in Bengali ^C^^=[ilek]. 
Failing this special symbol, the inverted comma could be employed as a 
vowel-modifier, or subscribed [v] is denoted by [w] ; and the 

doubling of consonants after superscribed \x\^repha is omitted ; e,g,^ 

are to be written as [dhArmA, kArtAbyA], and not with [mm] 
and [tt]. 

The Indo-Roman Alphabet for Bengali is given below. 

The Bengali equivalents are to be used as names of the Indo-Roman 
letters, and in some cases, descriptive names, given within brackets, 
will be useful for young beginners (as the curren t descriptive names io 
Bengali are). 

A=^ (the final % when not pronounced, is to be omitted in Indo- 
Roman spelling); aas'^Tl; (where 
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in pure Bengali or vernacular words, [i] and [i:], [u] and [u:] are both 
allowed, for convenience [i, u] only naay be used); r’ = t|l; ’Jl; l’ = > ; 

l:=fW I; Ai=i^;!o='6; Au='^; A='^ Am’='sit 

since the Bengali pronunciation of the anusvara in identical with that 
of ®=[n’], this may also be denoted by [An*] = , "SH ) ; Ah' = '«(! ; 

a’ = '5[-CT a’ = 'Sit-r?! ; »=^1U|, 'sul j 

k= kh=’^-n(-? g = ’t: gh = 5f-c?i-5 

<2ft«| ) '? ; n* = « ; 

c= 5 ; ch=f 5; ; 

t’ = (t5f%-’rt«rt) i ; d’ = (i5f% Tr«ri) ^ ; d’h = 

( I5t%-’rt*it1 ) T> j n’ = ( ) ^15% *1 ; 

t=^ : th=^-CT-^ <!t ; d=? } dh=?-a-3 f «( ; n= j? ; 

P = *t; ph=’^-a-lf bh = ^ ; m=si; 

j =^ ; j= ^ ; r=^; l=5i; w=('5rf^rti:5fW) 'm, 

-'6^; s' = (%«(-^) = 8=ir57 5t; h=?f; 

r’=]gf^-jft'!n^ ; r’h=:(fef^-5rt«ri) ?; k8’=^-ini-^#-^-CT ^ (% ) 
— can also be written ’*fj = [khy], or [kh] (in non-Sanskrit words); 
SO jn' can also be written as ^ [gy** ]. 

(For representing dialectal East Bengali pronunciation : [f] = of 
East Bengali; [gf, jfi df, bC] = respectively IF, i(, ; [ts, dz] 

can be written for indicating the East Bengali values of ^ and and [s] 
for that of 5). 


SPECIMENS. 

(i) 

4frc»i4 I 

'»i»Wt4, CT I 

C*r®f^ fti^ ^'®RI I C»l^1 ft®!,— CWC*!?! ’?5t‘2llf*ll44 

*n?c44 c>rr-rtt ^ <21^ I 

I 5tft 

’TtW 5PI^ 5)1 5)1 I (?lt-f^C®3 ^ tgif 

ffmtu I* ^ 5i5i5r f^fii?itfe9!5), ^t5i 5ICS4 ^ 5^irtf5»i, 
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I CTais I CT ’}«f fimtflm 

cn^ f?»rf*fffl '»(f33FJr ^f?ifi, ^*r35j^l *mi ^F5tc« 

H^g-C3pt»t 5f9m1, f9R-l8t *f^?l ?|^ ^'5, 

^ *#5 jrW-i, c*(t-f^^ fTC®j< I 

'®t^ wlf ^ CT R»|tr «ltffcil? J^RPrs I 

b^as'er nAlt’l t^ahar bar’A-l sadhep jinis ohilA. sek saheber sAn'ge khan- 
sama hAiya tint pahar’o giyaohilen, seikhanei ei SAkher jinist’I kPAy kApen, 
ihap gaye hlji-bi}i kalo-kalo Anek dag ohilA. *ainl;p niAne kApiten, nAlep 
segull AlAn'kap, tai se hiji-biji-gulip bAp’A*! gAUPAb kAPiten. bAstuto seguli 
AlAH'kap DAhe— seguli Aks’AP, *oI:n bhas’ap Aks’AP. tabate lekha chilA — “*cl;n 
des'ep mAhappaoitpep sAunikAt’ *lin*'t’in‘ s'AhAPep *mo-pin‘ namAk kaplgArep 
dwapa ei nAlt’l ppAstut hAlyache. nAl-nipman-kapJye *mo-pin‘ AdwitbyA 
kapigAP, }AgAt}ap’iya tahap sukhyatl. ma;lyA cap! ana. j^'ahap nAlep abAs'yAk 
hAibe, tin! t*ahap-i nikAt’ hAite JsenA kPAy kApen, baje mekAp-digep kaohe glya 
JaenA bp'tha ApthA-nAs’t’A na kApen. *mo-pin‘-ep nAl kPAy kApiya jAdi 
kahap-o mAnoni;tA na hay, taha hAile nAl phipaiya dile *mo‘pin' tAtks’An’at 
mu lyA phipaiya dlben.” jahahAuk, *ami:p Je nAlt’i kinlyaohilen, taha noAnep 
mAtA hAiyaohilA, tai PAks’a, na hAile, mu.lyA phePAt lAite hAltA. *judhis’t’hip 
je pAth diya swApge giyaohllen, sei tus’ap-mAy ^himAglpi AtikpAm kApiya, 
*tibbAteppApbAt-mAyupAtyAka pap hAiya, *tatapep sAhASPA kpos' niAPu-bhu;uii 
cAllya, *ci:nep uttAp si, may *lin’-t’in’ s'AhApe *ami;p ke jaite hAitA, sekhane 
jaile tAbe *mo-pin'ep sAhit saks’at hAitA, *mo-pin- sikit’i phipaiya diten. tai 
bAli, dhApme PAks’a kApiyache je nait’i *ami;pep manomAtA haiyaohiiA. 

(ii) 

JTftSa *ftl55 1^5^ c*Ftc»i I 

Cf^ 'Sittntls FbQTBl ¥5, 

'SftC’ltfS «ttc*t?l ^ c?tc»l II 
(?i^ '»itc»itfe 

CJI^ '8|1wli? B’l*! 5bQ5t?l #11*1 *ti:»l *tc»l I 
^ Jl’SliTi -Bltf^', 

^iiRi R«t1 '«rt^ 5’»i, ^I'^i II 


mat’iPA ppadi;pA-khani ache mat’ipa ghapePA kole; 
sandbya-tapa takay tap-1 alo dekhbe ba’le. 
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ttl idot’l nlmes’A-hxtA priyaPA byakul oawar matA; 

Bel alot’i mayepA ppan’epA bhayePA mata dole, 
sel alot’i nebe jwale s'yamAla dharapa bp'daya-tale; 
sel alot’i cApAlA haway byathay k*ape pale pale. 
nanilo>andhya*tapapa ban’!;, akas' ha’te as'iis’ ant’— 
amapA s'ikha akula ha’lo— maptya s'ikhay ut’hte jwa’le. 

( ) 

Jrtip (iin’ C5^C®t»l1 TO I CTtItW 

CTt?t4 ^*14 CTl*! »1 I 

JftiSTO *t1 *1^, til fV 5'®! ? li) ? 

It«r5’c»ra5i i 

9ffil4 ^ ^9isr C?It® C?f^ f fTC?[' 5'C^lt5 I 

«rt4 ^ C^»t ? <4 Ft«l ? ’ftw C^Wl-C^»!l 

15 *it^ 51^, fP8l-c^1 #t<i ciw, ’It'?, 

CTSt«m? 

'St? I St51 TO ^ >llf«t^ 

1W ^ I '8tat4 '5t4 ^ 51' ; 'StH ''[tWl 

’»rt'?tt»i « ^ '»tf4 »re^ I 


samne elo asl;m samudpa, swapnep d’heu-tola ni;l ghumer mata. 
sekhane paj-puttup ghop’ap upap theke neme pa’p’la. 

kintu Jemni mat’ite pa pap’a, amni e ki ha’la ? e kon jadukapep jadu ? 
e Je B'ahap 1 t’pam oa’leche. apis-mukho gap’ip bhip’e pasta dupgam. 
tal-patap b'^as'iwala galip dhape pastay ulan'ga oheledep lobh dekhlye b'^asite 
ph*u dlye oa’leohe. 

ap paj'puttupep e ki bes' ? e ki oal ? gaye botam-khola jama, dhutit’a 
khub saph nay, juto-jop’a jl'.pn’a. pap’ag'°ayep ohele, s'ahape pap’e, t’ius'ani 
ka’pe baea-khApao oalay. 
paj-kanya kothay ? 

tap basap pas'ep bap’itei. o"'apa phulep mata pan* nay, hasite tap 
man’lk khase na. akas'ep tapap san'ge tap tulana hay na; tap tulana, naba 
baps’ap ghasep ap’ale je nam-hapa phni phot’e, tari san ge. 
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[VII] GUJARATI 

The Indo-Roman alphabet for Hindi will also serve for Gujarati, 
with the addition of [!’] =55. For [v] alone is to be used. The 
recursive sounds of Gujarati, like etc., which result frona 

the change of [h] to the glottal stop [p, can be written, if thought 
necessary, as [kf, gf, pf, bp etc. 

SPECIMEN 

wqnrt 
gnitv qiwi^rT 

qiTsq SimiqTRT ^ I ^*T § qniiF5%-iraTj 

% I ^tT qsiT^ STTURT qTRqiH RT*! HT^ST-^q-Tf^ in?n?l 

^T* 5^1^ ^ i I ^ 

TR’JRRHR RW RRT VRT, m\ RT Ir RRIRRt 7?RR^ 1% 
%n q^R RtR q^ I IRRTRT RiRRRt RI^ ^fRR RTRSIRT 
RTSEt^^qraT qJTTTRT RTR%R W[ RiRTRTR ^ ifeq 
q^Riqi RR RTR fqfRR Rift I qt^ VRt RRIRT RI^ftR 

RqqRTR qi^klR q‘^, msiqRRT R^ VRT %RRT 
Rqr RTRTRT RTU IrVTR Rft% qtai^ qqqiR VRt, TiVfi 

HtRi^ I ^RfRI RR ^RR RR fw Rift 

qR RTq# R RTR RT^ RTSii RfR^ RTSSTqRRT WI^ I 

apn’l: bhas’a-m*a puran’o-ni: kAtha Ane kAlpAnao-ne hu:lavi; hu.iaTi; ne 
ghAn’^ae kavyA lAkhay^a ohe, pArAntu Atyar sudbi;>m^a kevAl’ Altihasik 
TAstuval’^u kayyA jan’ya-m"a avy^u UAthi;. )u:na-m*a ju;n*u ev^'u 
viir-kavyA te ^kanhAd’de-ppAbAndh ohe. a prAbAndh-ne prA}a*ni; jan’-m''a 
layva-n*u man ppaol:n-s'odh-pAsik ppAkhyat yidvAd-vAp svApg-yasi; d’akt’Ap 
^byu;lAr-ne ghAt’e ohe. ju;na sAm'skr't grAntho-ni; s'odh-m^a eo FAjpa;t> 
sthantArAf gAyahAta, ty“a*thArad-na*jAinbhAn’d’ar tApast'^a temni; dfs’t’l 
a ppAbAndh upAP pAd’i. lagd’a*na b^dhAn’-m^a ba'dheru, Ane supAks’it 
dabd’a*m*^a muki'.ne tara*kun'oi:-yal’a pAt’apa-m"^a saoveru a PAtnA 
kAdAp-dan }hAvepi:-nl; dp's’t’le pAd’t*a-j temn’e ten*u ab joi klmmAt 
kApi;. pote eni; nAkAl kApavime syAPg-vasi; ^nAVAlpam *lAksm’i;pam 
*pAn’d’ya, jeo Val’a-pAtPA-na tAntPi: hAta Ane }emna upAp ^gujApati; 
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bhas’a>iia sava vldvan tAri;ke potane paks’Apat hAto, temni: tApAf mokli; 
dl:dhl;. ekA-} prAt upAr-tbl; SAin’s'odhAn kArv u ghAn’^u vikAt’ dhari: 
temn’e Ukheli; prAt gervAile da jay mat’e kAd’ke kAd’ke *s'ara-pAtpA-m*a 
ohapi; . 


[VIII] MARATHI 

The Indo-Roman script for Gujarati will also do for Marathi. [a]=’«c 
will of course have its Marathi value— that of an unrounded [o]. The 
[ts, dz] pronunciation of w, st need not be specially indicated, [c, j] alone 
being employed. We need not write as [dny] or [dn']: the Pan-Indian 
[jn'l should do; and, as in Gujarati, [v] alone is to be employed for 
W should be written [mh], rather than [hm]. 

SPECIMEN 

Hif^ ’T5T , f ’ 

^ ^ . tnfg 

^x ^1% ’BRfit *nff . m ^ 

^xf, ^ ^ ^xf. xtrx^*, v<?ix1%- 

qxx^ XrxXXRXT W^XT, XXH XXql’^X zn xlxiffr H?X^T 

XT qxwx^x qxxsx stx: xrxxmqi gwqx^sr hxx^x ^xxfrx, rxx: 

^ zm^vf *^xqx ?rax qxxflf^ hxx^ strux. ’^axqirxiTxxxxixx 
xxi^ ^ »xxxq^ fsT^X^, ^ ^ %q3 ^XXITR?! XXg^XXR 
xTXxfIf, ?xx: wqirar xsrxrx # •^sx xxixmx ^ . 

xxi’gx qqxi g?rxim f ^xxixxqx^^x trf^qxn ^xqxqx?:*! xr^sr 

»s'pi;mAd-bhAgYAd-gl:te-YAP *jn'anes'YAp mAharaj^an^l; ji; t’i;ka keli;, 
tio"e n*aY “*bhaYarthA-di;pika.” ti:o “*jn'anes'Yapl;” ya n*aYa-n*e 
hAll'l; suppAslddh ahe. ya gPAntha-YAP bhaYik lok*aoi; mot’hi; s'rAddha 
ahe, h*e yogya-c ahe. parAntu majh°e mhAn’n’*e as*e ahe k*l:, *maha- 
ras’t’PA-bhas’a-boln’are jeYd’he ahet tya sArY*aoi. ya grantha-YAr s'raddha 
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Asavi:. tAthapi As*e DAsn’yao'p karAn’, *jn'anes'TAri;oi; bbas’a durbodh 
ahe, As'e bAhutek*ao*e mhAn’ii’*e ahe. pArAntu ha durbodh-pAn’a kevAl’ 
*jn'ane8'yAri;ca ahe, As*e mhan’ta yet nah*i:. jya mu:l-grAntha-TAP, 
mhAn’je ^bhAgAVAd-gl.te-VAr hi: t’i:ka ahe, to-o granth gu;d’h 

ahe. *ved, *vedan‘g*e, ^upAnis’Ad*e, s'ast^re, ityadik*ati;l j;e sAnatAn 
aryA-dhArmao*e bhan’d’ar, tya sArv'aoa ullekh ya grAnth^at jhala ahe. 
ha ullekh kArn’yaca prayatnA jar sadharan’ parus’a'pasuin jhala Asta, 
tar to yAtha-ypgya vhava tAsa kAdh*l:o jhala nasta. parantu VrlikP’s’n’A- 
paramatma y*aoya mukh'atu'.n hi; ^bhagavAd-gl.ta nlghall;, va tl: keval’ 
samanya manus’yas dill; As*e nah''!;, tar nlssl.m bhagayad-bhAkta asa jo 
^arjun tyala tl; dill; ahe. yaoa prasan'g kon'ta h'^e ^s'ri rmad-bhagyad* 
gi;teoya pahilya adhyaya-varu;n sahaj samajt^e. 

[IX] SINDHI 

The vowels as in Hindustani. The final and interior weak vowels 
may be fully written [a, i, u]. The special Sindhi recursives are to be 
indicated by [gf, d’f, jf, bf]' Other letters to be represented as in Urdu. 
The Perso- Arabic alphabet of Sindhi can be thus transliterated : 

a, a ; b ; bf ; bh; t ; th ; t’ (t'r) ; t'h ; s ; p ; ph ; j ; jf ; n' ; c ; oh ; h* ; x ; 
d; dh; d’t; d’ (d’r) ; d’h(d’hr); a; r; r’; z; z'; s; s'; s*; z‘; t*; *•; q; j(; f ; 
q ; k ; kh ; n- ; g ; gf ; gh ; 1 ; m ; n ; n’ ; w (y) ; h ; y. 

SPECIMEN 

hikip’e man’huA>khe bfa put’a hua. tinl-m*a nand’he piu-khe cayo, 
e baba, mala-m’a jeko bhan'o m*uh*l-je h’ise ace, so m*u;khe khan’l; d’fe. 
j*Ah*i-te huna malu bflnhl;-khe virahe-d’fino. thorani d’t"l;hani-kh*a pol 
sandusi nand’ho put’u sabhuki; hath! kare hlkir’e d’fu;rah*e d’feha d’fe 
uthi; hallo, jlte p’ah*l-jo malu a}halaia-m''e yin'ay*a*i;. sabhl khapain’a- 
kh’a pol itlfaq^a unhe d’feha-m^e d’fad’ho d’fukaru aoi; pio, j'ah^i-kare 
ho parawAsl thiaii’a iagfo. pan’a>khe tan'gi h’ala-m*e d’flsi; unhe 
d’feha-je hlklr’e rahandar’a-khe |i;*a-ti;*a kare yan'l; oambir’io, j*ah*i 
p*ah*l-je bfania-m’e suara caran’a-lol mokiliusl. *ai i*e the-bhay*a*l : ta 
jeke chU'u; suara tha-khalnl, se jekara m*a khal: p'ah*i-jo pet’u bhary*a, 
para khesi k'ah*! bi ki;ki;na d’fino. 

[X] ORIYA 

The system for Bengali will suit Oriya exactly, with the addition of 
[!’] for the cerebral 1 . As in Bengali, [o] can be used for if required. 
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SPECIMEN 

iAn’A^kATA dui puA thila. tan kA mAdhyAre Je bAyasAre sana se apan’a 
bapaku kAhila— bapa, mo ban’t’Are Jeu sAmpAtti pAr’ibA, taha mote dia.** 
bapa apan’a bis’ayaku semanan'ka bhitare ban't’i dela. besi dina na 
jaun’u Sana pua nijara sarbaswA ghen’i kaun’Asi duira des^aku call Jai, bada 
kheyalire se sabu ur’ai dela. tahara bis’aya-Jaka sari-gala ru, se des'are 
bar’a akaPa par’ila; tah^u tahara bar'a kas’t’a hela. tah'^ire se Jai set’hara 
jan’e nagara-basiira as^ra nela. nagara-basi; taku ghus’uri-pala caraiba pa^^i 
bilaku pat*halla. se bhokare ghus*uri-khau-thiba tas’u khai pet’a puraibaku 
iooha karithila. matra taha taku kehi dela nahTi. 

[XI] ASSAMESE 

Assamese is rather unique in its phonetic development, although it 
agrees most with Bengali. The Indo-Roman system for Bengali will 
have to be employed in transliterating Assamese : only the values of the 
letters in Assamese pronunciation will have to be explained. 

Vowels — practically the same as in Bengali. 

Consonants present a wide aberration : 

[C, ch, J, jh] = [8, S, Z, z] in Assamese pronunciation. 

The cerebrals [V, t’h, d’, d’h] and the dentals [t, th, d, dh] are both 
absent in Assamese, alveolar stops as in English, -= 1 ^ th d dK\y being 
pronounced. 

There is a special letter i5f = [w] which does not occur in Bengali. 

^ ^ = [8' s’ s] when initial and when occurring singly in the middle 
or end of a word are pronounced in Assamese as [x] = the unvoiced velar 
or guttural spirant. 


[XII] TAMIL 

The following is the Indo-Roman script for Tamil : — 

A ; a ; i ; i: ; U ; U: ; e ; e: ; Ai ; 0; o: ; AU; k, g ; n* ; C, S', J; 
n'; t’, d’; n’; t, d , n;p,b; m; y; r; 1 ; V; rr,Uy 

Grantha letters in Tamil — s’ ; S j J ; h ; ks’. 

The aytam of Shen Tamil (Old Tamil) = [x]. 

In Shen Tamil, it would be preferable to use only the sounds 
[k, C, t’, t, p]— and no [g, s' and J, d’, d, b]. 

For representing accurately the pronunciation of Modern Tamil, 
8, v] can be used respectively for [g, d, b], and final [u] can be indicated 
as [ra] = unrounded [u]. 
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SPECIMENS 

(i) 

ora manus’Anukku IPAn’d’u kumarAr irandargAl*. ATApgAl’il il’AlyAiAn 
tAgAppAnAl no;kki — “tAgAppAne; , astiyllenAkku VAram pan'gAi enAkkut tAPA- 
ve;n’d’um,” enr&n. AndAppAd’i avam AVAPgAl’ukkut tA» astiyAip pAO'git’t’uk 
kod’uttan. s'ilA nal’Aikkup pinbu il’AiyA mAgAn eilavArrAiyum s'epttuk 
kon’d’u du;pA-de;s'Attukkup purAppAt’t’up po;y An*ge; dufMna;rkkAm ay 
jl;YAnAin pAn’n’l tAn astiyAi Az’ittup po:t’t’a«. eUavArrAiyam ayau 
s'elAYAz’ittA plnbu AndA de;s'Attile: kod’iyA pAn'jAm un’d’ayir/u. Appoz’udu 
AYA» kui'AiYu pAd’At tod’Aii'gi AndA deis'Attuk kud’igAl’il opuyah id’Attil 
po;y ot’t’ik kon’d’an. AndAk kad’iyanAYAn AYAwAit tAn YAyAlgAl’il pAnrigAl’Ai 
me :ykkumbAd’i Anuppinan. 


( ii ) Old Tamil 

i;tAl ArAm ; tl;YlHAi Yit’t’- i;t’t'Al popui’ ; en'n'anrum 

katAl iPUYAP kAPUtt-UrA YAitt- atAPAYU 
pAt’t’Ate; inpAm; pAPAnAi nbAint* immu;nrum 
Yit’t’Ate: pe;p-InpA-Yi;t’u. 

[XIIP] MALAYALAM 

The Indo- Homan alphabet for Malayalam : [a, a, i, i:, u, U:, r*, f:, 

e, e:, 0, 0:, Ai, Au, Am', Ah* ; k kh gh n* ; c ch j jh n' ; t’ t’h d’ d’h 
n’ ; t th d dh n ; p ph b bh m ; y r 1 v ; s' s’ s h ; z’ V r]. 

SPECIMEN 

opu mAnus’yAnnu PAn’d’u mAkkAl’ un’d’ay-ipunnu. Adll il’AyAYAn 
AppAno;d’u — Appa, YastukkAl’ilenikku YAre;n’d’unnA pAn'gu tApern’Ame;,” 
ennu pArAn'n'u. AYAnum mudAline AYApkku pAgudi-oeydu. e;re nal’ kAz’lyum 
mumbe il’AyA mAgAn sAkAlAYum sYAPUipicou-kon’d’u du;pA de:s'Atte;kku 
yatPA po;yi AYid’e dupnnAd’Appayi jiiYiccu tAnre Yastu nanaYldhAmakkik-kAl’> 
An'n'u. ellam oelAYAz’iooA s'e;s’Am a de;s'Attil kAt’hinA ks’amAm an’d’a- 
yit’t’u AYAnnu mut’t’u YAnnu tud’An'n’i. ennare ayah po;yi a de;s'AttiIe; 
pAUPAnmapil orattAno;d’u pArri-kkon’d’u ay-AYAn AYAne tAnre nilAn'n'Al’il 
pAnnigAl’e me;ypan AyAOOu. 

[XIY] KANNADA 

Letters as for Hindi, only short and long [e, 6:, 0, 0:] ; the special 
consonant sounds are [!’], and [r] and [z’] for Old Kannada- 
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obbiL mAnus’yAnige ibbAru niAkkAl’>iddAru. AYAr-Alli olkkAVAnu tAndege, 
“tAndeye;, astiyAlIi nAUAge bATA-tAkkA palAnnu nAnAge kod’u,” AndagA 
bAdukAnnu AVArige palit’t’Anu. kelAvu dinAgAl’A metle oikkA mAgAnu ella 
ku;d’isi-kon’d’u du'.rA-de;s'Akke horAt’u Alii dundugarAn-agi bAduki tAnnA 
astiyAnnu hal’u-mad’i-bit’t’Anu. avahu ella vecoA-mad’idA me.le a de;s'AdAlli 
gho;rAvadA bArA an’t’agi avahu korAte-pAd’Al-arAmbhisidAnu. agA ho;gi a 
de;s'AsthArAlli obbAnAnnu hondi-kon’d’Anu. ivAnu AVAnAnnu hAndigAl’Annu 
me;yisuvAdAkke tAnnA holAgAl'ige kAruhisidAnu. 

[XY] TELUGU 

Alphabet as for Hindi (without its letters for special Urdu sounds), 
plus [!’], and [r] for Classical Teluwu, with short and longj [e, 6:] and 
[o, 0:]. [w] need not be used ; and [c, j] are to do duty for both [c, j] and 

[ts, dz], as [CA Ca CO CU] are pronounced as [tSA, tsa, tso, tsu] and 
[ce ci] as [ce, Ci] ; and similarly [JA ja JO Ju] = [dzA, dza, dzo, dzu] and 
= ji]. 

SPECIMEN 

YokA mAnus’yunikl yiddAru kumarulu Yun’d'iri. varilo: cinnAvaid’u, 
“ o: tAn’d’rl:, astilo: naku vAcce: palu yimiil’'-Ani tAn’d'ri«to: ceppin-Appud’u 
ayAiiA variki tAnA astini pAn^ci pet’t’enu. konni dinAmulAinA tAruvatA a 
cinnA kumarud’u sAiiiAstAmunnu kuircukoni du:rA deis'AmunAku prAya.n’AmAl 
YerritADA astini durYyaparAmu-YAllA pad’u-ce:senu. AdAnta YrAyAmu-ce:sinA 
tAruYatA ade.s'AmAndu peddA kAruYu kAligin-AndunA AtAd'u yibbAndi pAd'A- 
sagenu. Appud’u AtAd’u Yel’ri a de:s'AsthulAlo: YokAniki lo:bAd'iy-un’d’e- 
nu. AtAd'u pAndulAnu me:put’Aku tAnA polAmulalo:kl AtAni pAmpenu. 

[XYI] AUSTRO-ASIATIC (KOL) 

The Kol (Munda) speeches (of which Santali and Mundari are representa- 
tives) have the following vowels : [i, 0, 0, u]. Vowel-length need not 

be indicated, as it depends on some special speech-habits of the languages. 
There is no [a] in Kol j [SB, o] are for open or low and b. The neutral 
vowel of Santali, a, also need not be indicated, as it is a modified form 
of [a] under the influence of other contiguous sounds. But if required, it 
could be rendered as [a’]. The consonants are : [k, g, n* ; C, J, n' ; t’, d’, r* ; 
t, d, n ; p, b, m ; y,r,l,w, s, h], plus the aspirates [kh gh, ch jh, t'h d’h, 
th dh, ph bh, r’h] as in Santali, and the checked stops [k' C' t' p'], 
(or [g' J' d' b'] for Mundari) wherever they occur. (The value of the indi- 
cator ['] after these consonants, [k C t p + '«=k' C' t' p'] is not that of a 
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palataliser as in the cases of [s' U' Z'], but in the Kol speeches it serves to 
indicate that the stops are not exploded.) 

SPECIMEN : SANTALI 

mit' hor’-r»n barea kor’a hopon-kin tah^'ae-kan-tae-a. ar un-kin moto-we 
hud’in'io'-do apatSB metad-e-a, baba, in'raepar’aok'menak'-ak'-reak'bakhra 
daBn-aem-ka-tin'-maB.” ado aldari-taBt'-aB (or a’lda’ri-tsBt'-aB) hat’In'-at'-kln-a. 
khan-ge thor’a din tayom uni hud’in' hopon-do sanam-ak'-ko san^’ao-ka- 
taB mit't’aBc' san’gin' dlsom-taB-y-ae calao-en-a, ar ond’ae-do luca-lamot’ din 
t’alao-t8B tah^8B-kan-tae-ak'-aB tahas-nahas-ket'-a. ar sanam-ak'-ko-e ubla- 
d*ubla-ket'-tae-khanonadisom-r8B mlt'-taec' "at' akal hoy-en-a, ar uni-do raen*- 
gaBjok'-aB 8Bhop'-en-a. khan-ge saen-ka-taB ona disom-raen mit'-fasn rayot- 
t*haBn-8B laBot'ha-y-en-a, ar uni-do ao'-ak' d'oht'a-jaega-tae-y-aB kol-kad-e-a 
sukri gupi. 


NOTE L 

For tone-languages like Tibetan, Burmese, and other Tibeto- 
Chinese speeches, special tone-marks will have to be devised. The ['J 
accent-mark being already used as an ^ indicator ' to denote a sound-quality, 
it may be omitted from the list of tone-marks. A thick line, slanting, 
like [/ ] or [\], and a curved line like [^] or ["^], and similar other lines, 
placed before the syllables, might be employed for the purpose. 

NOTE 11. 

1'he Indo- Roman script, as proposed above, may be forthwith 
employed for scientific purposes, in transcribing Sanskrit and other Indian 
languages, as well as Persian and Arabic, in Indological and other oriental 
publications. The systems of transliteration in vogue now, the standard 
or official Geneva system included, require a number of dotted and capped 
letters which only a limited number of presses in India possess. The 
result has been that the printing of an article with Sanskrit or other 
words and passages in Roman transcription, or of a book in Roman 
Sanskrit or Roman Hindustani, remains an expensive thing. With Indo- 
Roman, any press will be able to print these efficiently and cheaply. Will 
not orientalists and learned societies take note of this, and support Indo- 
Roman or something on its lines ? That will be a very helpful step for 
the dissemination of the Roman script in India. 
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APPENDIX 


THE LATIFI ALPHABET. 


Mr. A. Latifi in his ^*A11-In(]ia Alphabet^’ has presented a system of 
Homan^tion before the Indian public. Here is a reproduction of what 
he offers,*— the symbols he suggests, and his own notes on them : 

The Alphabet is as follows for Urdu: 

AbcdEfghij kliAHopqrstuvwxyz 
23456789AEtui6d9ihdi(i)Yt2g 

More symbols will be added if required for other 
languages, but the following additional ones for 
Gujarati, Bengali, and Punjabi have already been 
devised; ae o o n 1 

Of these letters a, c, i, and u, are used for the 
short vowel sounds of the English words but, men, 
pin, put respectively, a, e, i, and u, are used for 
the corresponding long vowels as in father, mane, 
peel, and fool respectively, o is always long. 

0 , ae, 0 represent the vowel sounds in molest 
(short 0 sound), bad, and ball respectively. These 
are for Bengali. 

c, V, and x are only used in English and foreign 
words not naturalized in the Indian language con- 
cerned. Such words should be spelt as in the 
original language and not phonetically. 

b, f, g (as in gun), h, j, k, 1, m, n, p, r, s (as in soft), 
w, y, and z (as in zone) represent the same sounds 
as in English, d and t represent the corresponding 
softer sounds in the Indian languages, e.g., in 
darwdzd, tamdshd. 

n and 1 represent the Gujarati and 'A. 

The following table explains the use of the re- 


maining consonants; 


Consonant 

Devanagarl 

Urdu 

2 



3 


A 

J 

4 


CL 

5 


A 

cr 

6 


4 ^ 

7 

m 

4?- 

8 


4 ^ 
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Consonant 

9 

ch 

a 


Devanagarl 

V 

z 


Urdu 

a 


h 

6 

t 

9 

r 

t 


? 





« 


2 


r 


9 

Q 


t 

J 


In the cursive a short vowel is made long by 
putting the accent ' over it. This accent is not 
necessary over the end vowels in some languages, 
e.g., Urdu, where they are always supposed to be 
long. 

The sign : represents in print and in ordinary 
script the nasalization of the vowel it follows. In 
the cursive and in fast script a short vowel is nasal- 
ized by the tilde It is nasalized as well as length- 
ened by the sign ^ over it in substitution for the 
lengthening accent or stroke. 

The sign ^ over a consonant in the cursive and in 
fast script indicates that the consonant is doubled. 
This sign corresponds to the tashdid in Urdu. 

Punctuation marks are the same as in English. 


Mr. Latifi’s alphabet can be criticised on the following points : 

(i) It does not appear to be based on a proper analysis of the phonetics 

of the Indian languages. Mr. Latifi quite unnecessarily follows the 
native Indian system in having distinct letters for the aspirates, instead of 
the simpler device of using the combination— unaspirated consonant -f [h] 
(although some of his new letters, e.p., those for and are really 

ligatures of [t-fh], [d-fh] and [the symbol for ^ + h])* thus he has 
found it necessary to provide for 11 additional characters. 

(ii) It has a number of quite new and unfamiliar letters which make a 

page printed in it look like being in quite a different system of writing {e.ff,, 
the symbols for 3 , T The use of the numerals for speech 

sounds kh; 3=J, zh, z'; 4=% 5 , c ; 5 = 21 , Jt, sh, s' • 

6 s=»T, «•», bhj 7 =h!, jh ; 8=5, Mr, ch ; 9= , gh) will lead 



54 


S. K. CHATTERJI 


to very great confusion : Latifi system, [4A2nA]=i^^jiTT, ^M^=[0Akhna] 

in Indo-Roman ; [5o6a] =sitHT, 4^=f6'obha] ; [7A2mAr] 

[}h&kbmar] ; [1540 mE: 5Br5Ah bAd5Ah Hue] ^ lal*# 

Ua® ^^=[1840 ine: *sWah bads^ah hue], etc. 

(iii) The distinction between some of the letters representing quite 
different sounds is very minute indeed, and some clear diacritical or 
indicating sign, with a fixed or clearly established function, would be 
preferabll^: e.^., the symbols for o5 and m, m and if, ^ and jg and 
Compare also the script forms for t and which are very similar. 

(ivj Foreign words not naturalised may be indicated in their original 
Roman spelling, but then such words must always be written or printed 
within inverted commas. There is no point in keeping both [c] and [k] for 
the [k] sound, and [x] for the compound consonant sounds of [ks, gz]. 
English and other naturalised foreign words should be written in their 
Indianised forms. (CalctiUa is an Indian word, and in Urdu it should be 
[Kalkatta] =[*kAlkAtta] ; English January^ February^ ticket etc. should be 
written in their Hindustani forms, as [Janwarl, Farwarl, tikat]). 

(v) The use of a symbol like the {tas^did) of the Perso-Arabic 
script on the top of a consonant to represent the lengthening or doubling 
may be recommended as conducing to economy of time and space in writing, 
but it is to be objected to for two reasons : it is against the alphabetical 
principle of the Roman script, and it will necessitate the use of a number 
of capped letters in printing. If economy of space and time were required, 
the length mark [;], used after vowels, can be used after consonants also, 

as the so-called double consonant is really a long consonant. 

(vi) It will not be a practical proposition for the simple reason that 
at an experimental stage the printing presses will not (unless compelled to 
do so) provide themselves with unfamiliar types not necessary for printing 
English and other known languages. The lay public, already averse or 
apathetic to the much more familiar Roman letters, will be actively hostile 
to the dozen and more unfamiliar and ungainly letters devised by Mr. Latifi, 
and to the use of the symbols for the numerals for speech-sounds : and the 
scientific public will have its objections to the arbitrary creation and 
employment of letters and numerals in it. 

The Latifi alphabet follows a good principle in eschewing the capital 
letters. It would be better, however, to follow the International Phonetic 
Association in employing [:] for the long quality of sounds, rather than fo|: 
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nasalisation, which the Latifi alphabet proposes ^ for nasalisation, the 
universally employed tilAe ['^], or failing that, the Indian ca7idra-bindu ['*'] 
would be a better symbol, and it should be use d before the vowel letter, to 
warn the reader before-hand that a nasal vowel follows. 

The specimens of Urdu, Hindi and Gujarati given by Mr. Latih in his 
alphabet are quoted below, first in the original alphabet, then in the Latifi 
alphabet, and finally in Indo- Roman (in the *bharAti:yA-roniAkA lipi, or 
h’uru:f-i tAhAj|i:-l *romani:-i ^hindi:) as suggested by me. The differences 
in principle and in practice will be apparent from a comparison of the two 
systems. 


URDU TEXT 

^ ^ ^ ^ f I AA r \S))^ 

f lAAf I - ^ 

jijl ^ ^ ^ ^ 

^ vj/fr* ^ ct"* t:^jy cJA)) ^ ^ 

A i'^*'*'* *^"1) ^ *-7^* 

^ A ^ ^ \iAt^ A Ul,^ <4^ ^ ,;la^ ^ ^ 

- ^4j *4^ <L ^ olc,- 

vi/V '-^-3 7)^ j!)l - ^ ^ 

A ■ ^<3 CUlf- ^ jt* cJfy 

0^1 0»JLj it 4JiXi/ 4 / Kit* ^ ,jb f^A 

- ttC- J>» ^ ^1,4 
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The same in the Latifi Alphabet 

Mae: saii 1863 me: pAidA huA t\A Aor h05 saiGaLhe 
kE bA‘d SE 3O jAnuAry 1882 tAk Apnt lAYAkpAn kt 
UMr QAr kE kAM kAj me: bASAr kt. 1 fEbruAry, SAn 
1882 ko MEFE Ek hAM UMF ^OSt HE MU7E ^hindUStAH 
ki SAEF kAiriE pAr AMAdA kiX, lEkin 4u:kEh yEh kAM 
rupAE bAQAir nAht: ho SAktA hA, Aor yEh SAfAr 
ApnE WAlid kt bAQAir mafzi kE hA, is Ue mae: he 
A pnE bEopAit se 6 dAs maL se ApnE OAt SAhib kE 
6EkE kA bAhARA kArkE, MAzduro: ko dEnE kE Ue 
ku8 rupAE MA:gE. jAb MU.7E rupAE Mil gAE, to MAE; 

TIE is QAFAZ SE kEh MEFE FiStEdAFO: kO MEFE SAfAF 
kA SAhih FAstA HA ma’Lum ho, bAhut SE Logo: SE 
pa8A kEh tuMhE: pesawat se ku8 MA:gwAnA to 
nAht: hAi? jis paf kist he sAogAt kt dAF2Ast kt, aof 
kist he ku8 6t nAht: MA:gwAyA. 

bAhAFhAl hAM log FAt kO ApnE QAF SE FAWAnA 
hokAF subAh 2AiFAbAd pAhu:4E. us WAqt tAk feL 
dAFyA-E-AiAk SE US pAF ht AOF PE5AWAF tAk nAht; 

, pAhu:4t ht. mac: sIwae caLcuUa kE aof kist 5Ahr 
kA nAM nAht: jAntA hA. station paf pAhu:4 kAF jAb 
bAba SE CAlcuttA kA tickEt MA:gA to usnE kAhA kEh 
CAlcuttA kA tickEt Ek dAM yAhA: se nAht: Mil SAktA. 

In Indo-Roman 

m'^Al SAn 1863 (*qis*Yi :) m^e pAida hua tha Aur hos' s^Abhalne ke bAqd 
se 30 *jAnwApi: 1882 tAk Apni; lAp’AkpAn ki; qumr ghAp ke kam-kaj kApnem'^e 
bASAp ki;. 1 *fAPWApi: sAn 1882 ko mepe ek hAm-qumpdost ne mujhe *hlndu:- 
stan ke sAip kApne pAP amadA kia, lekin yih kam pu:pAye bA^Aip nAh'^'i: ho 
SAkta tha, aup yih saIap Apne waiid ki: bA^Aip mAPzi: ke tha, is lie m'^Ai ne 
Apne byopapi: set’h *das-mAl se Apne bhai: s’ah’ib ke t’heke ke bAhanA kApke 
mAzdu'.p^o ko dene ke lie kuch pu:pAye man*ge. jAb mujhe pu:pAye mil gAye, 
to m Ai ne isqApAz* se ki mepe pis'tedap ^ 0 ko mepe saIap ka s’Ah'i.h' pastA nA 
mAqlu:m ho, bAhut se log'^o se pucha ki tumble *pis'awAPsekuch m'^^Agwana 
to nAh i; iiAi ? ;is dap kisi: ne sAuqat ki: dAPxast ki:, aup kisi; ne kuch bhi 
nAh'*'!: m'^Agwaya. 

bA-hAp-h*al hAm log pat ko Apne ghAp sepAwana ho kAP s ubAh’ *xAipabad 
pAh^uce. us WAqt tAk pel dApya-i-*At’Ak se us pap thi:, aup *pis'awAp tAk 
nAh'^'i: pAh'^u.ci: thi*.. m'^Ai siwae *kAlkAtte ke aup kisi: s'Ahp ka nam nAh'^i: 
janta tha. ist’es^An pAp pAh uc kAp jAb babu: se ^kAlkAtte ka t’ikAt’ man*ga 
to us ne kAha ki ^kAlkAtte ka t’ikAt’ ek dAm yAh'*'a se nAh'^'i: mil sAkta. 

HINDI TEXT 

m ^ gn?rr ^ ^ 

% IRf iTiST ^ ^ 
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m m. % I ^ 

^ TO, ! ^ ! fE*^ #?E % ; If ^ ?1T^*»JT 

^ ^TfffR ^ 3ITW r zi^ TO 555:?iT m ^ 

QW ^ HR Hm, #?: ^ gfltg ^niT >1% 

sRfPr ^ f^siT I ti?: ^ ^ fEf nt h ?it, cr ^3^% 

^5hth m% ^ % TOr, m? h^ H?n it Ht If^ 

WH git ^ w % ^ I 'Ht fnat ! ^ ^ ! ^ % 

^?E t, % fEi: W ; SRfTT mT.% 

^ HIT% WJr ^i’Jt l” ^Et it ^ Tf H ^ f^q% 

HEtWE Tf ^ fgfii TEE H E'f ^%l fiw iti % TO EET ^ ^CPE 

5EflT EET EET | 

The same in the Latifi Alphabet 

m48Aro: kA Ek 7u:a urtA hUA ApnE MArgME: 4 a 1 a 
jAtA tiA. un a\e:se Ek MA48Ar he dE2A kc Ek si:h 
A2E4 kArtE kArtE dAOYtE dAOYtE bAhUt hAkkAr 
6Art nt:d a\e; A4Et so rAhA hAE. tAb us he pukArkE 
SAb MA48Aro: se kAhA, “ArE OAiyo! dE2o! WAh 
st:h sotA hAc; usko a\ae: aIsa AAru:gA kt WAh 
du2dAyi lAhuLuhAn ho jAWEgA.” yAh kAh, bAYi 
surtA kAr, sT;h ki pu:8 pae 4At dAJk mae ur gAyA, 

Aor AiSA QAMAld kAmE lAgA jAlSE USHE bAYt SUrtA 
kA kArtAb kiyA. pAr muxkE jo dE2A to si:h hilA 6t 
HA tiA; tAb uskE M.ArnE kA AnimAn kArkE Aor 
A\A48Aro: se kAhA, “jo si:h mae gAyA ho to mae: he 
bAn ko dU2 aoe 6Ay se 8 uta diyA. aee AvitEo! dE2 
Lo! tE:duA jis se dAEtA hAE WAh meee QA:k se giE 
gAyA; Ab hAM suEtA kAEkE SAb ApnE bAiEiyo: ko 
MAEkE hA4A dEWEIgE.” AiSl AiSI lAMbl 4AUTt hi kAE 
EAhE hE AOE kE WljAE kE AAnOEAb ME: lAg EAhE tlE 

kE itnE me: WAh A4Et st:h ni:d se jAg paya aoe 
A pnA A2Ed a)«:atA 4AIA gAyA. 

In Iniio-Roinan 

mAcchAr'^0 ka ek jh'"u;d’ ur’ta hua Apne marg m'^e cAla jata tha, un 
m'^e se ek mAochAE ne dekha ki ek sim*h akhet’ kArte>kArte dAur’te-dAur’te 
bAhut thAk kAE bhaEi: n'^i;d m^e Acet so EAha hAi. tAb us ne pukaE ke sAb 
mAcchAr'"o se kAha, “AEe bhaiyo! dekho, wuh sim’h so EAha hAi; is ko 
m'^Ai Aisa maE^uiga ki wuh dukhdai; lAhu.iuhan ho }awega.” yih kAh kAE, 
bAE’i; s'u.Eta kAE, sim'h ki; p'"u:ch pAi cAE’h d’An’k maE ue’ gAya, aue Aisa 
ghAtnAn’d’ kAEue lAga jAise us ne bAE’i; s'u;Eta ka kAEtAb kiya; pae muE’ke 
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}o dekha to sim'h hila bhi; iin tha, t&b uske mArne ka Anuman kAr ke 
Aup mAoohAp'“o se kAha — “jo sim'h mAp gAjra ho to m^Ai ne bAn ko duh'kh 
Aup bhAy se chup’a diya. Are mltpo ! dekh lo, t^eduwa jis se d’APta hAi 
wuh mepe d’An'k se gip gAyajAb hAm s'u:pta kAP ke sAb Apne bAlpiy'“o ko 
mapke hAt’a dew'^ege.” Aisi; Aisi; lAmbli-CAup’i; hi; kAp pAhe the aup bijAy 
(vijAy) ke mAuopAth m'*e lAg PAhe the ki itne m“e wuh Acet sim'h n^i;d se 
lag pAp’a AUP Apna akhet’ d’h'"u;p’hta CAla gAya. 

GUJARATI TEXT 

^ ^ m WTS5 

i V» » 

RTJff qqfi-, ^ gW qsft. qzt it qq« 

I RUUR JUTT 

q# ^ ftq qqi i 

^ ^Riq* f^qi qqT I m Rlt: ititi ^ 

<qf q^q\i i RWqXRfiRT Slisiq^ qix I 

i qT qrq WWS WRf I i# RN m | 

'riie same in the Tjatili Alphabet 

SATO pAWAtl Joins pA8t AMB bOmeO bEd /AAl hi 
nlkAlyA, PAP AgAl 4AltA: to$An lAgwA AVAidya:. 
kEtlAk dAhAdA lAgi to AAAra: WAhAp u8Altu:J 
PAhyu:. SEwiE pawah hapaav pAdyo, ahe dAryo Japa 
dtt/Ao hAyo, EilE bAha 8 e 4 e a/\e Ek /aa 8 wo dAbkA; 

2Ato di6o. darbin t\Ai ht joya: to kEdlASk avahas 
yAAPA bApE dtdA;, ahe du2ni niSAnt no wAwdo 
4A3»AwtA: hoy ewa; jApAyAs. tEht aa\e A/AAPa; 

WAhAp tEnx tAPAq) lEt gAyA, PAP dApyAnt 6 ape 
S olonE ltd)E tyA: pAho:4inE tE a\a 8 wa AVAhEmA 
lOknE AA\APA 7A7PAP lEtA: QAPt WAP lAgt. tEpAP 
Pa :4 AwvnAs hAtA:, tEAVA: AiAtp Ek Jap nEj bolwAnt 
5ud*x hAti. 

In Indo- Roman 

sapo pAYAU joine pAohi : Ame *bopneo bet’m^athi : nikl’ya. pAu’ agAl’ 
oalt'“a tofan lagY^a m*ad’y'"u. ket’lak dAhad’a lAgi: to Amap'^u vAhan’ 
uehAl’t^uj pAhy"u. chevAt’e payau uAPAm pAd’yo, AuedApi : yo jApa dhi : mo 
thAyo, et’le bAhu chet’e Ame ek mAchYO d’Abk*a khata di :t’ha. du;pbi;n 
m'“athi; joy^u to ket’l^ak man’As mapa :bape di :t’ha, Aue duh khni : nis'ani : no 
YaYt’o cAd’haYt^a hoy eY'^a jAn’ay'^a. tethi : Ame Amap"u YAhan’ teni : tAPAf 
lAi gAya. pAn’ dApi;yani: bhape chol’one liidhe ty'^a pAh'^oci:ne te mAchYa 
m*ahena lokone Amapa jfaj pAp let^a ghAn’i; yup lagi;. tepAp p'^ac man’As 
bAt'^a. tem"'a matp ek lAn’nej bolvani ; s'uddhi ; hAti : . 
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RELIGION AND MAGIC : BEING AN EXAMI- 
NATION OF THE VIEWS OF FRAZER, 
MARETT, LEUBA AND SW ANTON ^ 

By 

SUSILKUMAR Maitra, M.A., Ph.D.> 

Lecturer in Philosophy, University of Calcutta. 

Though the close association of religious ceremonies with 
magical rites and practices may be one of the established facts 
of anthropology, yet there are many who will not allow that 
religion has anything to do with magic in the strict sense, or 
that the magical as such ought to rank as religion properly 
speaking. According to some (e.g., Frazer), magic and 
religion are mutually exclusive and incompatible, so that the 
magical is devoid of strict religious significance and meaning, 
while the religious in the strict sense has nothing magical about 
it. There are others, however, who while distinguishing between 
religion and magic in their developed forms, will yet acknow- 
ledge a certain distant relationship between them : according to 
them, both religion and magic spring from a common root or 
source, but the common ancestry does not prove a common or 
identical nature in their developed and fully evolved forms (cf. 
Marett). There are others again who will recognise magic as 
an element within a primary religious complex of many factors, 
the different forms of religion, animistic, polytheistic, etc., being, 
according to them, differentiations out of the primary complex 
through shifting emphasis and specification (cf. Swanton). It 

1 Read before the Calcutta Philosophical Society on the Slst of January, 1985. Dr. 
W. St Urquhart presided. 
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will be our task in the present paper to examine some of these 
more important positions with a view to arrive, through cons- 
tructive criticism, at a fresh conclusion such as will be relevant 
to the facts and agree with the available evidence regarding 
religion and magic. 

I 

In Chapter IV of Vol. I of the first part of the ‘^Golden 
Bough” (Third Edition), Sir J. G. Frazer, discussing the 
question of Magic and Religion, observes that while magic is 
“ next of kin to science,” religion is antagonistic to magic as 
well as science. There might be, Frazer admits, cases of magic 
in which “the operation of spirits is assumed,” but these, he 
adds, “ are only exceptional,” being cases of “magic tinged and 
alloyed with religion.” The fundamental conception underlying 
both magic and modern science, Frazer observes, is “ a faith, 
implicit but real and firm, in the order and uniformity of nature. 
The magician does not doubt that the same causes will produce 
the same results,” that his magical act “ will be attended inevi- 
tably by the desired results.” The magician, he adds, “ suppli- 
cates no higher power,” and “ yet his power, great as he believes 
to be, is by no means arbitrary.... He can wield it only as he 
strictly conforms to the rules.” But “ the fatal flaw of magic 
lies,” according to Frazer, “ in its total misconception of the 
particular laws which govern the sequence ’ ’ (of events), in other 
wordsjj in mistaken applications of one or another of two great 
laws of thought, m., the association of ideas by similarity and 
the association of ideas by contiguity in space and time.” The 
laws of association, legitimately applied, “ yield science; illegiti- 
mately applied, they yield magic, the bastard sister of science.” 

If magic is thus “ next of kin to science,” it is differen- 
tiated from religion in that the latter involves ‘‘ a belief in 
powers higher than man and an attempt to propitiate or please 
them.” Hence, according to Frazer, while religion consists in 
the theoretical belief in higher supernatural beings and the 
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practical effort to win their favour through propitiation and 
worship and thus “ clearly assumes that the course of nature is 
to some extent elastic and variable,” both magic and science, on 
the contrary, rest on the belief in a rigidly fixed constitution of 
the universe which admits of no modification of its inherent 
laws. Hence religion is “ directly opposed to the principles of 
magic as well as science.” 

Though religion is thus antagonistic to magic as well as 
science, yet, Frazer adds, “ this antagonism seems to have made 
its appearance comparatively late ” so that it is legitimate to 
suppose “an earlier stage ” in which “ the functions of the priest 
and the sorcerer were often combined.” It however by no 
means follows that this fusion is quite primitive. “ The concep- 
tion of personal agents” being “ more complex than a simple 
recognition of the association of ideas,” we may reasonably 
suppose an Age of Magic as everywhere preceding the appearance 
of religion proper. Lastly, Frazer suggests that when magical 
methods proved abortive, men resorted to religion and its 
methods of propitiation. 

With reference to Frazer’s views we must observe, in the 
first place, that the so-called antagonism of religion and magic is 
an unproved assertion without foundation in reason or experi- 
ence. As a matter of fact, even supplication is not without 
belief in laws and in a fixed constitution in the beings whose 
favour is sought. Without such belief, and without real faith 
in the effectiveness of one’s appeals, the very motive to prayers 
and supplications would cease to exist. This is clearly proved 
by the insistence on rituals and ceremonies which is a special 
characteristic of almost every religion. Such insistence is 
nothing but a demand to abide by the rules, i.e., to proceed on 
right lines instead of the devious and uncertain paths that lead 
nowhere. Even the courtier and the sycophant have to abide 
by the rules ; they can please their patrons only by a careful 
observation of their patrons’ moods and humours and making 
the best of every suitable opportunity that offers itself. It is the 
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same with the gods as with their human ectypes who are held to 
be made in the gods’ images : the gods are not arbitrary, lawless 
beings any more than are their human imitations and the vota- 
ries in approaching them with their petitions and prayers must 
choose the most favourable opportunity and the really effective 
and suitable methods for the purpose. As a matter of fact, even 
advanced religions like Christianity do not always conceive of 
the Divine Personality as an arbitrary will that is above all 
laws. If we turn to the controversies of the mediaeval theolo- 
gians, we shall find that one of the principal questions at issue 
between the Thomists and the Scotists is that of the relation 
between the Divine Reason and the Divine Will. The Thomists, 
we know, repudiate the Scotistic view of an arbitrary Divine 
Will and insist on the inherent rationality of the Divine Persona- 
lity which even the Divine omnipotence cannot overpass. 

Secondly, the view that religion is always some kind of 
prayer to a higher being hardly bears examination in the light 
of the empirical evidence. Prayer is a two-term relation : it 
involves a being who prays and a being who is prayed to. But 
religion is not necessarily a two-term relation in every case. It 
may be a one-term relation, i.e., a relation of self to self such as 
we have in Buddhism, Jainism and SaPkarism; it may again be 
a two-term relation such as we have in Christianity, Tslamism 
and other forms of monotheism; and it may also be a many-term 
relation such as we have in the different forms of polytheism, 
Indian, Egyptian and Graeco- Roman.’ To say that religion 
must always be a relation between a finite being and some higher 
being or beings is to deny that Buddhism, Jainism and SaPka- 
rism are religions. It has no doubt been contended (by Father 

1 A critic has taken exception to my use of the term ‘ one-term relation.’ My reply 
iB, I am only describing a certain type of religious experience, and not philosophically 
justifying it. 'I’he ase of the term ‘ one-term relation ’ makes the view easily intelligible 
and any philosophical objection that may be raised to such a view of relation will equally 
apply to the incontestable fact of ‘ self-consciousness ’ however we describe it. Nor is * one- 
term relation * a paradox of my invention. Every student of Indian Philosophy, with some 
idea of the svarupasamhandha of the Naiyayika will readily understand what T mean. 
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Schmidt, e.g.,) ‘ that Buddhism, at least in its earliest form, is 
philosophy rather than religion strictly speaking, but this is a 
view so manifestly at variance w ith the historical evidence that 
it hardly requires special refutation. 

Thirdly, we must observe that religion is not invariably a 
form of praying 0 r beseeching : as a matter of fact, it may be 
quite as much a form of compelling or coercing the gods as a 
form of worshipping or praying to them for favours. This is 
virtually confessed by Frazer himself as he proceeds to illustrate 
what he calls the “ confusion ” or “ fusion ” of religion and 
magic in primitive and advanced religions, past and present. 
The Vedic religion, we know, was not merely hymn-singing but 
also sacrificial and coercitive, and the religion of the Brahmanas 
was almost wholly a form of compulsion through sacrifices and 
incantations. This also bolds good of the Egyptian and the 
Babylonian religions and it is worth noting that the passage 
which Frazer himself quotes from Professor .Weidemann in this 
connection itself testifies to the magical character of these 
religions in unmistakable terms. “ The whole doctrine of 
magic,” says Professor Weidemann, “formed in the valley of 
Nile, not a part of superstition but an essential element of 
religious faith, which to a great extent rested directly on magic, 
and always remained closely connected with it.” To say that 
in all this we have nothing but a confusion of the religious with 
the magical is to prejudge the question in accordance with one’s 
private beliefs rather than to solve it in the light of the actual 
evidence of experience. The problem at issue is whether 
magical rites can, in certain circumstances^ acquire also a 
religious significance and value, and it is hardly a proper way of 
dealing with it to say that religion and magic being negatively 
related, all cases of the one being taken as the other must be 
regarded as cases of confusion and false identification rather than 
of real identity or essential kinship. We may as well define 


1 C/. “ The Origin and Growth of Eeligion,” by W. Schmidt (Methuen & Co.)» p. 2. 
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man as a two-legged being of erect posture and of brown, yellow 
or white colour and so deny humanity to the blacks as failing to 
come up to the requirements of our definition. Frazer’s mistake 
lies in supposing that religion must necessarily be some kind of 
propitiation of a higher being — a view neither self-evident nor 
empirically proved any more than the view that humanity must 
necessarily show itself in one or other of three different colours 
and in no other. 

Fourthly, Frazer’s suggestion that religion must have arisen 
through the failure of an earlier magical method of dealing with 
nature is also a mere assumption without foundation in fact. A 
necessary corollary of Frazer’s view will be the disappearance of 
magic with the appearance of the gods, or at least a gradual 
decline of magic with the progress of religious consciousness and 
belief. But this is very far from being the actual case. As 
Andrew Lang points out, if we take the case of civilized Japan, 
we find that side by side with an increasing belief in magic we 
have also intense religious faith and belief in gods. Further, as 
both Leuba and Marett point ' out, Frazer’s theory credits the 
savage mind with far greater intelligence than it actually 
possesses and does not sufficiently recognise the strength of an 
inherent will-to-believe inspite of actual evidence to the contrary. 
Even the civilized modern man with all the advantages of a good 
education and an accurate knowledge of the scientific laws is not 
altogether devoid of belief in the magical and the miraculous. 
Moreover Frazer does not show why the' failure of magic should 
not facilitate the discovery of true scientific laws through a more 
careful observation of nature and its behaviour. The method of 
prayer and supplication is not the only alternative to the magical 
method of compelling nature. The scientific control of nature 
through a correct knowledge of its laws is another alternative 
which was equally open to the savage to exploit when his 
magical methods proved unavailing. Frazer gives hardly any 
reason for an original partiality for religion when the more 
closely allied method of science was equally at the disposal of the 
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primitive magician. As a matter of fact, if Frazer’s theory is 
to be credited, there is far greater likelihood of ineffective magic 
developing into science and the scientific methods of effective 
control than into the uncertain, and perhaps also in the majority 
of cases, no less ineffective, methods of religious propitiation and 
prayer. 


II 

While, according to Frazer, magic is next of kin ” to 
science, and religion is antagonistic to both magic and science, 
according to Dr. Marett, magic and religion are blood-relations 
being two different but allied forms of supernaturalism. Science, 
however, is different both from magic and religion, being 
positivistic and naturalistic. “ Magic and religion,” says 
Dr. Marett, “belong to the same department of human experience. 
Together they belong to the supernatural world, the x-region of 
experience, the region of mental twilight” (“Anthropology,” 
p. 209, Home Dniv. Lib.). At the same time, there is, according to 
Dr. Marett, a great difference between magic proper and religion. 
Magic, according to his view, includes “ all bad ways, and 
religion all good ways of dealing with the supernormal — bad and 
good, of course, not as we may happen to judge them, but as the 
society concerned 'judges them ” (“ Anthropology,” pp. 209-11). 

According to Dr. Marett, therefore, there are two kinds of 
magic, white and black, and while white magic is indistinguisha- 
able from the religion of the primitive savages, black magic is 
distinct from religion and is marked off as magic proper. 
“ Sometimes indeed the people themselves do not know where to 
draw the line between them,” but there is nevertheless a clear 
recognition even by savages that witchcraft is bad and that in so 
far as it “ consists in leaguing oneself with the powers of evil in 
order to effect selfish and anti-social ends,” it is not religion but 
black magic. Keligion, in other words, is a salutary way of 
dealing with supernormal powers, while witchcraft which is 
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magic proper uses supernormal powers for achieving antisocial 
and individualistic ends. 

While religion and magic are thus allied in so far as they 
both deal with the supernormal, science is different from both in 
that it deals wholly with “ the work-a-day world, the region of 
normal, commonplace, calculable happenings ” (“Anthropology,” 
pp. 210-11). The gulf between religion and magic is, therefore, 
not so wide as that between science on the one hand and religion 
and magic on the other. The development of religion from 
magic, in other words, is a continuous and unbroken process, but 
there is nothing to prove a similar evolution of science from 
magic as Frazer’s theory would postulate. “ There was no 
sensible breach of continuity,” says Dr. Marett, “ between the 
godless kind of wonder-working rite... and the kind in which the 
intermediation of gods is involved ” (“ Faith, Hope and Charity 
in Primitive Religion,” p. 134), and the term religion may very 
well be extended so as “ to cover both stages of... an organic 
development ” (ibid). 

According to Dr. Marett, therefore, religion and magic 
presuppose an earlier magico-religious prius out of which 
both have emerged in their developed forms. Secondly, 
primitive magic (of the white type) as a salutary way of 
dealing with supernormal powers for achieving beneficial, 
tribal ends is indistinguishable from religion, while magic proper 
is magic directed towards individualistic and antisocial ends. 
Thirdly, the magico-religious way is distinguished from the 
scientific in that it deals with the supernatural as distinguished 
from the natural world with which science deals. Fourthly, 
Dr. Marett contends, the so-called arrogance of magic as dis- 
tinguished from the submissiveness of religion is a mere 
appearance, the dramatic enactment of rituals being responsible, 
according to him, for the impres.don of self-sufficiency and 
arrogance. If however we probe into the inner feelings of the 
actors, a dictatorial mood by no means becomes obvious. 

We confess we cannot agree with Mar^tt’s view that 
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religion must needs be supernaturalistic in every case. It may 
be that most religions have the supernatural rather than the 
natural sphere of experience in view. But this is hardly a 
sufficient ground for generalising it into a principle and making 
it the differentiating character of religion. As a matter of 
fact, there are naturalistic positivistic religions just as there are 
religions of the supernatural. Not to mention Comte’s positi- 
vistic Religion of Humanity, the religion of the modern scientist 
is in many cases a rationalistic naturalism without even a 
shadow of the supernatural or the mystical. It is possible that 
mystery plays a more important part in primitive religion than it 
does in religion in its advanced forms. But primitive religion 
is not the only religion in the world, and it is hardly sound logic 
to define religion in terms of what is at best true only of its 
early phases/ 

Secondly, to credit the savage mind with a comprehension 
of the supernatural or supernormal is more than what the facts 
of the case really warrant. As Durkheim rightly points out, 
some idea of nature as a system is a necessary presupposition of 
the comprehension of the supernatural. The savage may have a 
keen vision and in many respects a much finer sense-perception 
than we have. But this by itself proves no idea of nature as a 
system anymore than the long-range vision of the eagle or the 
kite, or the extraordinary sagacity of dogs proves that these 
creatures have a consciousness of nature as an ordered whole. 


^ It has been argued that in defining religion we must proceed with the typical, t.e., 
the usually accepted cases in the first instance, and from these work back to those that are 
on the border-line. Comtism being a border line case should not therefore be considered 
as relevant for the purpose. My reply is that the typical cases are only a provisional 
stai ting-point for a working definition : the working definition, unless revised and recast in 
the light of the border-line evidence, loses all scientific value. J'ior are there any typical, 
commonly accepted cases to go upon as far as religion is concerned. Within Christianity, 
for example, we have so many churches and schisms, each standing by its own articles of 
faith as the essence of true Christianity and attacking the rivals as preachers of false 
Christianity, that it is madness to seek an agreed basis of what Christianity is. This is also 
true of Hinduism, Islamism and other historical religions. Thus ‘ common acceptance * 
reduces itself to ‘ acceptance by those who profess it.* 
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An instinctive, infra-logical sense of the natural is hardly what 
we mean by the consciousness of a natural order, and if the 
savage religion is to be described as the opposite of the natural- 
istic, scientific consciousness, we should call it infra-natural- 
istic and infra-logical rather than super-naturalistic and supra- 
logical. 

Thirdly, Dr. Marett’s views about the two kinds of magic, 
salutary and the opposite, also show some confusion of the 
religious and the tribal or social. Magic directed to tribal or 
social good, Dr. Marett tells us, is religion with the primitive 
savage. Magic for anti-social ends, on the contrary, is not 
religion but witchcraft. The evident suggestion here is that 
the social character of the magic in the former case makes it 
religion, while the lack of it in the latter deprives it of religious 
character or value. But this, we hold, is to confound the 
religious with the social and moral. The tribal magic is 
religious not because it is tribal or social : it is religious because 
it produces a sense of harmony with the powers that count, with 
reality, in short. The reason why tribal magic alone is valued 
is that the savage has hardly any self other than the tribal self. 
His tribal magic reconciles his tribal self with reality and so 
becomes religion (that binds). It is not the tribality of the 
magic in question that makes it religion ; it is rather the unity 
with reality that it effects, the sense of restored harmony with 
the universe. Through this consciousness of recovered unity the 
savage feels one with reality through his tribe. The universe is 
on the side of his tribe, and therefore he as one with his tribe 
is no longer an insolated, solitary individual with nothing but 
his own individual resources to draw upon. He can now count 
on the whole universe, on reality itself with which he has made 
peace through his tribe. If he cannot look upon the individual- 
istic magician with equal approval or esteem, it is because he is 
not accustomed to thinking of himself or of any one else as an 
atomistic, private individual. He is therefore disposed to think 
pf the individualistic magician as a dangerous abnormality, as 
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a lunatic, in short, who is lost both to himself and his tribe. 
He is, in the primitive estimation, a tribicide as well as a 
suicide and bis activities certainly call for public disapproval, if 
not also forcible restraint. 

Fourthly, Dr. Marett’s view of an undeveloped magico- 
religious stage as prior to religion proper carries with it the 
implied suggestion that developed religion is altogether different 
from magical compulsion though both religion and magic might 
have emerged out of an undifferentiated common source. In his 
“Faith, Hope and Charity,” he declares it to be “a common 
place of anthropology to contrast the religious man who has 
learnt to say ‘ Thy will be done ’ with the magician who says 
‘ My will be done,’ ’’ and he tries to make out the case for the 
religious character of primitive tribal magic by observing that 
its arrogance is a mere appearance, the real attitude being one of 
submission rather than of self-sufficiency. This, we must say, 
is to save the magical character of primitive religion by taking 
away everything that is magical about it. Dr. Marett is 
evidently anxious to make out that primitive magic is a dramatic 
form of propitiation which is mistaken by the superficial observer 
as a form of compelling. In other words, he subscribes to the 
anthropological commonplace as he calls it that religion must 
necessarily be some kind of propitiation of a personal being so 
that primitive magic is religion only as a subtle form of pro- 
pitiation through dramatic enactments. But this, we must say, 
is an anthropological superstition no less than an anthropological 
commonplace, and if we be permitted to use Dr. Marett’s 
phraseology we should call it “ a questionable piece of history ” as 
well that will not bear a moment’s examination in the light of 
the historical evidence. We have already referred to the 
Egyptian and the Babylonian religions and we have also noted 
the magical character of the Vedic religion and the religion of 
the Brahmanas. It may no doubt suit certain preconceived 
views to deny the religious character of these historical religions 
but it is neither sound logic nor good history. As we have 
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already pointed out, religion may be not merely a blend of 
magic and prayer, it may also be almost wholly one or other 
of these, or again something which is neither prayer 
nor magic but an experience altogether different from both. 
Just as life manifests itself in a wide variety of forms 
ranging from the invertebrate to the vertebrate, and from anthro- 
poid apes to men and the different races and subraces of men, 
so religion may realise itself in an indefinite variety of forms 
without either exhausting or completely losing itself in any 
single type or form. We may have religions of compulsion and 
religions of propitiation as also religions of contemplation and 
religions of mystical absorption just as we may have life in the 
insects and life in lower animals and life in men and perhaps 
also life in superhuman beings to be. 

One last criticism we must offer before we leave Dr. Marett 
and discuss other views. Notwithstanding what he says in 
various places about an undeveloped prayer-magic complex as 
a rudimentary religion. Dr. Marett definitely votes for the pro- 
pitiation-conciliation view of religion in its developed and 
advanced forms. But this, we contend, is not only to deny the 
religious character of Buddhism, Jainism and Sankarism which 
are not praying religions but also to differentiate religion from 
magical compulsion in a way not borne out by the actual facts. 
Prayer, no doubt, involves a submissive beseeching attitude of 
self-abasement in the majority of cases, but prayer may also 
pass over into a form of forceful spiritual appeal which is hardly 
distinguishable from compulsion. In other words, just as spell 
may through a series of intermediate stages transform itself into 
the begging, beseeching attitude of prayer and supplication, 
so also may prayer through a graded series of intermediate forms 
pass over into the compelling, dictatorial attitude. An invita- 
tion, we know, is a shade more insistent than a mere request, 
and some invitations are hardly distinguishable from commands 
that must be obeyed. The ‘ must ’ of magic thus does not 
generically differ from the ‘ may ’ of prayer. Religious legends. 
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we all know, abound in stories of earnest prayers that have at 
last compelled the attention of the gods and forced them to 
intervene for their votaries’ sake. It hardly stands to reason 
to argue that such legends were mere imaginary constructions 
without a basis in actual experience. We should rather say 
that the so-called opposition of magic to religion is itself an 
anthropological superstition that is manifestly at variance with 
the facts of experience. When, e.<j., Durkheim tells us that “ the 
marked repugnance of religion for magic ” and “ the hostility of 
the second towards the first are sufficient reasons for drawing 
a cletar line of demarcation between magic and religion, he is 
only repeating the pet phrases of orthodox anthropology forget- 
ting that he himself stressed the magical character of the Vedic 
sacrificial religion in an earlier part of his important work 
(c/. “ Elementary forms of Religious Life, pp. 34-35 ”). What 
religion has opposed is not magic as such, but only such magic 
as it does not sanction or recognise as spiritually effective for 
its purposes. 

Ill 

In some respects similar to Dr. Marett’s, but also differing 
from it in many essentials is the view of religion and magic 
expounded by Mr. J. H. Leuba in his “ Psychological Origin 
and Nature of Religion.” Leuba, like Marett, holds that the 
scientific-mechanical attitude is a great deal farther removed 
from the magical and the religious than these latter are from 
each other. Unlike Marett, however, who makes religion consist 
in an emotion which he describes in Freudian phraseology as 
being essentially ambivalent in character, Leuba makes it consist 
mainly in a form of behaving or responding to a specific object. 
According to Leuba, in other words, religion is more than mere 
belief being essentially a specific practical reaction to the believed 
object. Hence the differentia of religion ought to be sought 

^ “ Elementary Forms of Beligioiia Life,” by E. Durkheim, p. 43 (Eng. Trans.). 
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in the type of practical reaction it evokes rather than in the 
theoretical belief which evokes the reaction in question. Now, 
according to Leuba, we may distinguish three different types 
of behaviour or practical reaction towards experience. These 
are : — (1) the mechanical, (2) the coercitive or magical, and 
(3) the anthropopathic. Of these mechanical behaviour, the real 
precursor of science, is distinguished from the anthropopathic by 
the absence of any reference to personal beings. Moreover, it 
involves the practical recognition of a fairly definite quantitative 
relation between cause and effect. Magic is distinguished (a) 
from mechanical behaviour by the absence of any recognition of 
quantitative relations, and (b) from anthropopathic behaviour 
by the absence of the use of personal means. The anthropo- 
pathic type of activity is characteristic of men’s dealings with 
men and other sentient beings and also of men’s dealings with 
the gods. It is this type of activity that distinguishes the religi- 
ous attitude. When anthropopathic behaviour is directed not 
to the secular relations of men with their fellowbeings but to 
the relations of men with the gods we have religion. 

Even animals, according to Leuba, are capable of the 
mechanical and the anthropopathic types of activity. A dog 
does not behave to a man or a piece of bone in the same way. 
Also animals show some sense of the quantitative relations of 
cause and effect. When a monkey jumps from one branch of a 
tree to another it shows some instinctive sense of the distance 
to be cleared and the amount of energy to be put forth for the 
purpose. Animals however are incapable of magical behaviour 
and also of the religious type of anthropopathic activity. Both 
magic and religion involve a capacity for reacting to absent and 
unperceived objects. Moreover, in both religion and magic the 
results may be deferred without impairing in any way the activi- 
ties which are directed towards the achievement of the results. 
Generations after generations of men, for example, will go 
through time-wasting magical and religious rites even in the 
absence of the expected or desired results. It is otherwise. 
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however, with the mechanical type of activity, at least with such 
mechanical activity as animals are also capable of. Such activity 
is sustained by the results, and the failure of the results has the 
effect of gradually weakening and finally eliminating the activity 
itself. Besides, animal behaviour, whether mechanical or anthro- 
popathic, has reference to the present and the actually perceived, 
animals being incapable of reacting mechanically or anthropo- 
pathically to absent and unperceived objects. 

As regards the question of relative priority Leuba agrees 
with Frazer in supposing a phase of magic as the precursor of 
religion proper. He, however, rejects Frazer’s explanation of 
the priority as being due to the comparative simplicity of the 
associative process underlying magic. Magic, Leuba contends, 
involves not merely associated ideas but also the reflective con- 
sciousness of the associated ideas as causally related to one 
another. Magic, though proceeding religion, does not, however, 
disappear with the appearance of religion. On the contrary, 
when religion arises, it combines with it and thereby adds to 
its complexity. But the combination never becomes a complete 
fusion : Magic and Religion combine, but never fuse.” 

Hence, according to Leuba, there is no undifferentiated 
magico-religious prius of religion proper as Dr. Marett thinks. 
On the contrary, there is according to him, as according to 
Frazer, a phase of pure magic as the forerunner of religion as 
anthropopathic dealing with the gods or higher beings. At 
the same time, magic is more closely allied to religion than 
to science. The latter is a form of mechanical-quantitative 
reaction which has reference only to present objects and depends 
on verification in experience. Both magic and religion, on 
the contrary, refer to absent and unperceived objects and are 
independent of verification in experience. 

In criticism of Leuba’s views we must observe, in the 
first place, that the distinction he draws between religion 
and magic is unhistorical and arbitrary. Religion is not 
pecessariljf anthropopathic, though it may be so in the majority 
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of cases. Not to mention mystical religion and the historical 
religions of the Buddhists and the Jains, we have religion 

without theistic beliefs amongst many of the present-day 
scientists. That belief in a personal being is a necessary 
element of religion in every case is an anthropological 
superstition which even Leuba’s acute psychological mind is 
not able to get over. Nor is there any such gulf between 

Religion and Magic as Leuba’s qualifying observation that 
they “ combine, but never fuse ” would appear to suggest. 

That magic may not only combine with religion but also 

become an integral part of it is abundantly proved by the 
historical religions of the Vedas and the Brahmanas as also by 
the numerous magico-religious practices which still survive even 
in advanced monotheistic religions of the present day. Nor is 
magic always either black or profane magic as Leuba’s remarks 
about a combination without fusion would appear to imply. 
The Egyptian and the Babylonian religions in their vital part 
are nothing but magical control of the deities : propitiation 
is only the outer husk, the inner core of these cults being magi- 
cal coercion of the gods who may even be magically chastised in 
case of rank disobedience. Magic as such need not be the 
essence of a religious experience, nevertheless it may yet be the 
only form in which religion manifests itself at certain levels of 
civilization or culture. Religion, in its inner character, is neither 
supernaturalism nor naturalism, neither magic nor science, 
though it may take one, or other, or some, or all of these forms. 
Religion, in fact, is an experience of reconciliation or restoration — 
an experience of recovered unity or harmony after one of estrange- 
ment or separation. Whatever effects this is religiously effective 
and deserves to be recognised as religion. If magic effects it, it is 
religion, just as propitiation, when it achieves the same end, is 
also religion. Even naturalistic, positivistic science may be reli- 
gion in this sense, if it succeed in removing the sense of estrange- 
ment from reality and restoring the disturbed harmony. Magic 
may no doubt be profane or secular in certain cases. For example, 
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when it is directed towards the achievement of relative ends 
irrespective of their ultimate reality- value, we have profane or 
secular magic. When, however, magic is used for the higher 
end of restoring harmony with reality, when it reconciles the 
individual or the clan or the tribe with a wrathful and alienated 
universe, when, in other words, it restores the group or the 
individual to its lost status, it is religion and nothing else.* 

IV 

A fourth view, and in many respects widely differing from 
the above three, is the theory of religion and magic expounded in 
his article on “ Primitive Religion,” by Mr. J. R, Swanton in 
the “American Antliropologist,” 1924. “The writer’s experience 
with primitive religion,” says Swanton, “ would indicate 
that it cannot be attached to a few objects, phenomena or emo- 
tions. Death, dreams, a thunderstorm, an eclipse, the sun, the 
grizzly bear may excite peculiar religious interest, specialised as 
it were out of a general religious attitude, but it cannot, 
therefore, be concluded that any one, or a few, of them were 
points of departure for the religious attitude as a whole. ..The 
religious attitude itself is evidently one of those primary human 
factors which cannot be tied down to an origin as specific as 
even the common experience of death and dreams.” The attempt 

1 The question has been raised whether a state of pure consciousness such as the Saii- 
karites postulate can be called an experience of reconciliation. The objection has been 
anticipated and answered by the “ Vedantaparibhasa.** We are told that in this ca'se the 
reconciliation is only reaffirmation through the cancellation of an illusory alienation. We 
have an analogous case in the correction of an illusion. The rejection of the snake is nega> 
tion of what itself is not, and the affirmation of the rope is only rediscovery or reaffirma- 
tion of what always is. So is it witli the realisation of pure consciousness. Another 
objection (bat has been raised is that reconciliation entails a difference of valuei f.e., a 
lower uniting itself to a higher. The answer is, this is not at all necessary. We may 
have reconciliation of equals as well. Nor is the value concept essential to the idea of 
reconciliation. In monistic systems, separation can never be real or existential. Hence 
reconciliation is self-affirmation through negation of an illusory alienation. The alienated 
self is simply unreal and cannot, be [described as a positive lower self. But in theistic 
systems like Christianity, the alienation can be a real separation or fall, and reconcilia- 
tion will be restoration or reinstatement through the overcoming of the real separation* 
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to do so, according to S wanton, is an example of the particular- 
istic error. The same error vitiates the attempts of anthropolo- 
gists' to derive the religious forms or types in a fixed order of 
succession from a supposed original fundamental form or type. 
“ It has been a favourite occupation of theorists,” says Swanton, 

‘ ‘ to arrange ’ ’ the different types ‘ ‘ in a time sequence, under the 
assumption that they were introduced into the religious complex 
successively.” As a result of this we have Ty lor’ s Aminism, 
Spencer’s Ancestor-Worship Theory, Franzer’s Magic Theory, 
Andrew Lang’s All Father Theory, Lurkheim’s Social Ceremony 
Theory, etc., “each of which may be supported by evidence from 
some tribes — and confuted by evidence from others.” With a 
theory to establish, one can easily select such of the tribes as 
most primitive as corroborate and support one’s case, and then 
it is easy matter to find only survivals of it in other parts of the 
world. But the real fact is that we nowhere find only animism, 
or only ancestor- worship, or only magic, or only ceremonies. 
Rather we find everywhere traces of all these with greater empha- 
sis on some and a lesser emphasis on others. Hence “ instead 
of viewing the religious complex as constructed of parts succes- 
sively introduced, we might rather consider them as simultane- 
ous manifestations of the religious sentiment, showing greater 
differentiation here and more specialisation there, but properly a 
unit.” Selecting a few only of the objective beliefs out of the 
numberless concepts and emotional attitudes entering into reli- 
gion we may imagine, according to Swanton^ a religious complex 
like the following : — 

1. Belief in magic (mana, orenda, etc.). 

2. Belief in anthropomorphic beings who never lived as 
men (gods, nature-spirits, etc.). 

3. Belief in a hierarchy of these beings according to the 
gradation of their powers culminating in the conception of a 
supreme deity (germinal monotheism). 

4. Belief in beings of human origin with supernatural 
powers (demi-gods, saints). 
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5. Belief in disincarnate souls of the dead (ancestor- wor- 
ship). 

6. Belief in embodied souls specially gifted with reference 
to things supernatural (priests, prophets, shamans). 

7. Belief in souls embodied in human beings generally. 

In so far as one or other of these is specially stressed and the 
rest are overlooked, we get manaism, polytheism, animism, 
monotheism, saint-worship, ancestor-worship, sacerdotalism, etc. 
But closer examination will always reveal traces of the other 
elements in every case. This is true both of primitive and ad- 
vanced religions. In monotheistic Christianity, e.g., we 
have the polytlieism of the trinity besides the angels as the 
mediators between God and men. Moreover, Christianity does 
not han homage to the saints and it positively prescribes belief in 
dead souls. If it does not expressly sanction magic, it recognises 
a special sanctity as attaching to the material remains of devout 
and holy people. In the same way Islamism inspite of its un- 
compromising monotheism allows beliefs in spirits or jinns, a 
profound reverence for Mahomet and the saints, and the use of 
magic. In China, again, a relatively lofty worship of Heaven 
exists side by side with spiritism and ancestor-worship. Hindu 
religions likewise are a blend of worship and magic, of belief in a 
supreme deity and beliefs in lesser deities. Lastly, the pri- 
mitive cults also show the idea of a supreme deity as a sky-god or 
sun-god along with belief in numerous animistic beings, in 
shamans, in magic, etc. 

Swanton concludes with a protest against the indefinite use 
of the term ‘ animism,’ Marett’s term ‘ animatism’ being, in his 
opinion, in no way an improvement. According to him, the 
objects which evoke religious emotion in primitive man “ always 
contain a human element.” Therefore the terms ‘animism,’ 
‘ animatism,’ etc., are not sufficiently specific. For the same 
reason the magical object is also not strictly a religious object. 
The true religious object is a being of human mentality, but the 
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magical object is worked like a machine and is not endowed with 
human mentality. There is no doubt that primitive* savages 
worship animals and plants and not merely human beings, but 
even when animals and plants are worshipped they are worshipped 
only as incarnations of human minds in plant or animal forms. 
Thus tbe principle holds good that nothing can be a religious 
object which is nol endowed with human mentality. Swanton 
closes his article with the observation that “aside from pure 
magic, the religious attitude towards natural phenomenon consists 
in the ascription of a human element to them.” 

As regards S wanton’s views we must admit that they are an 
advance on the other three we have considered, being more com- 
prehensive and more in keeping with the actual facts of religion 
and magic. But we must also say that these intrinsic merits of 
his position are to a great extent diminished by internal contra- 
dictions and other deficiencies of a grave character. Swanton, 
e.gf., contr idicts himself in so far as he recognises magic as an 
element of the religious complex while denying to it all religious 
significance as he does in his closing remarks. On page 361 he 
tells us that “ primitive religion includes numerous factors such 
as magic, supernatural beings,... a world occupied by the souls of 
the dead,” etc., but on page 365 he tells us that “ aside from 
pure magic, the religious attitude towards natural phenomena 
consists in the ascription of a human element to them.” Asa 
matter of fact, “Belief in magic (mana, orenda, etc.)” occupies 
the first place amongst the elements he enumerates as constituting 
the religious complex (p. 362), and yet he categorically excludes 
all magical objects from religion as lacking in human mentality 
(p. 364). Thus he makes religion both inclusive and exclusive 
of the magical art. 

Besides, Swanton’s insistence on the presence of human 
mentally in the religious object is a gratuitous assumption not 
called for by the actual facts. There is nothing to prove that the 
object of religion must necessarily be a being endowed with 
human mentality in every case. The religion of the Brahmapas 
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is a religion of sacrificial acts and there is hardly any ground 
for the assumption that the sacrifices have reference to a personal 
being, not to speak of beings of human mentality. The im- 
personalism of the Safikarite religion is also a religion of pure 
consciousness without reference to any higher personality with a 
human mentality. The same holds good of Buddhism and Jain- 
ism which deprecate all appeals to higher persons and gods. 
Lastly, many mystics, ancient and modern, will repudiate every 
interpretation of their super conscious experiences as communion 
with a higher person or persons.^ 

What is true in S wanton’s view is that religion is not res- 
tricted to any single form or type of manifestation. Swanton’s 
mistake however arises from the confusion that the religious 
experience must presuppose some sort of complex or intermixture 
of different elements. The real fact is, all religious experience is 
one of peace and restored harmony — harmony recovered after a 
state of temporary alienation and isolation. This experience may 
be achieved in various ways and through a wide variety of means. 
Whatever achieves it, whatever realises the end of harmony 
or unity with the ultimate reality is religion and nothing 
short of religion. This does not mean that there must be in 
every case a religious complex of the different ways and methods 
of realising religious experience as Swanton would appear to 
suggest. It is quite possible that an undifferentiated confused 
blend of different elements might have preceded the differentiation 
in some cases. But it isxiot at all necessary that this should be 
so in every case. The really important factor in religion is the 
religious end, i.e., the experience of reconciliation or restoration, 
and the different ways of realising this end might have defined 
themselves with the progress of human intelligence and experi- 
ence. What therefore would be an effctive way or method at 
one stage might prove ineffective and crude at a higher and 

1 Accordiog to the author of the article on Mysticism (Buddhist) in the ** Encyclop®dia 
of Religion and Ethics/’ mysticism may be personal (as in Christian, Muhammadan and 
Bhagavat mysticism) or impersonal (as in Neo-Platonism and Ved&nta). 



32 


S. K. MAITEA 


more advanced stage. If magic should achieve the religious pur- 
pose at a certain level of civilization, it does not follow that it 
should be considered sufficient or effective at higher levels. Thus 
instead of supposing an original blend or confusion of the different 
ways, we must rather assume the gradual emergence of new and 
unexplored ways, the opening up of paths and bye-paths along 
with the progress of human knowledge and experience. Hence 
we see no inherent opposition between religion and magic as most 
anthropologists do. We hold, on the contrary, that magic not 
only may be religion in some cases, but may also be the only 
form in which religion manifests itself in certain levels of the 
human intelligence. All that we deny is that magic can suffice 
for the religious purpose at all stages and levels of evolution and 
progress. As a matter of fact, we not only find magical religion 
superseded in course of time by other forms conformably to the 
growth of the human intelligence, we also observe the same 
process of supersession and displacement in every form and 
variety of religion, Christianity not exempted. Looking back to 
the past, e. 3., we find that just as ghost-and-ancestor-worship 
has gadually usurped the functions of the still earlier religions 
of magical coercion or compulsion, and just as the ancestors 
themselves have given way in course of time to heroes, demi- 
gods and even nature-spirits, so has an emergent polytheism 
been itself submerged in the higher Tritheism of Christianity 
and the stricter monotheism of Islam. Nor has transcendent 
theism been the last and final phase. We have not merely 
mystical religions at the present day but also naturalistic religions 
of pure science without the theistic belief in a transcendent 
Deity — faith in the universe itself as the immanent deity beyond 
which there is nothing but pure nothingness. These are 
some of the modern substitutes of Christianity, and it is nothing 
short of a wilful disregard of the facts to say that they are not 
considered to be effective for man’s religious needs conformably 
to the present state of his knowledge. A necessary corollary of 
our view, therefore, is that neither magic, nor animism^ nor 
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theism, represent the last or final phase, that any one or more 
of these might be the only religion for particular levels of human 
culture, but that no one, not even the so-called highest religion 
represents the goal or the highest phase any more than the actual 
present achievements of science represent the last and the final 
phase of advancing scientific knowledge. What is permanent 
and enduring in religion through all the different stages of evolu- 
tion is the experience of recovered unity or harmony, but the 
concrete form which this experience takes in different times and 
circumstances varies with varying human capacity and the state 
of actual human knowledge.* It follows also from our view that 
there are no true and false religions in an absolute sense, that 
every religion is true relatively to its proper time and circums- 
tances and that a true religion becomes false when called upon 
to fulfil the religious need at a level to which it is intrinsically 
unsuited. In this sense we may speak both of a magical religion 
and a magical superstition — of the former in so far as it serves 
the religious need at a comparatively low level of culture, and of 
the latter in so far as it survives at higher and more advanced 
cultural planes. But this is true not merely of magic but also 
of higher and more developed forms of religious experience. No 
religion in fact, not even the naturalistic religion of the modern 
scientist, such as is professed by Julian Huxley, the biologist, 
can be the highest and the final phase. As a mattar of fact even 
scientists themselves are now coming to recognise the inadequacy 
of the so-called religion of pure science. Eddington, Arthur 
Thomson and many other modern scientists frankly confess to 
the fragmentary and symbolic character of the scientific world as 


1 It has been urged against the above view that it does not apply to nihilistic Buddhism 
and its conception of nirvana or annihilation as the essence of religious experience. But 
nirvana as a religious concept means the negation of empirical being. Empirical being is rest* 
less becoming and therefore unceasing conflict and pain. Negation of this conflict is peace, 
t.6., quiescence, and so answers to the religious concept of harmony. As ^akyamuni declines 
to make any further positive statement, it is impossible to say whether the negation involves 
also any positive realisation. Later interpretations however conceive it as a positive bappy 
state, t.s., as one of unity with reality. 
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necessarily pointing to a reality beyond science. Religion, 
according to them, is not science and scientific symbolism but a 
mystical over-science that reaches beyond all symbolism.’ 

Before we bring this somewhat long survey to a close it is 
essential that we define our view.s as regards the concept of 
mana and its relation to magic and religion. We must say at 
the outset that we find ourselves unable to accept Dr. Marett’s 
view of mana as he explains it in the chapter on “Spell to 
Prayer” in his monumental work, “The Threshold of 
Religion.” It would appear from Dr. Marett’s analysis of the 
question that “ developed magic” always involves an element 
of projectiveness as distinguished from “rudimentary magic” 
which is not projective strictly speaking. Developed magic, in 
other words, involves not merely the conscious sundering of the 
symbol from reality but also a make-believe or a projective will- 
to-believe that the symbol is the reality it symbolises. The 
magician’s projective will, in short, builds a bridge from symbol 
to reality. That faith here is sustained iaspite of obvious con- 
flict with experience is explained by the fact that it brings 
relief by providing an outlet for surcharged emotion. The pro- 
jective belief, in other words, is cathartic as compared with 
unbelief which brings no relief, and this is the secret of its self- 
maintenance inspite of the delusiveness and unreality attaching 
to it. But there is. Dr. Marett adds, more than a subjective 
‘ faking ’ in some cases, especially in magic practised by one 
person on another. The symbol here acts suggestively on the 
victim and so effects the reality which it symbolises. The wish- 
fulfilment, in other words, passes over into a real fulfilment and 
so gathers support through objective confirmation. “ Developed 
magic ” is therefore “ a more or less clearly recognised pretend- 

1 The constituents of experience according to Eddington, are : — (a) Mental imaget. 
These are in our minds, and not in the external world. (6) The counter-part of our sense^ 
experience. It is in the external world and is inscrutable, (c) Poxnier^readings which 
science connects with other pointer-readings, (a) is constructed out of (h), and (c) is abstract- 
ed from (6)* (b) is given in mystical religious experience. Thus science completes itself 
ill religion. 



RELIGION AND MAGIC 


25 

ing which at the same time is believed to project itself into an 
ulterior effect,” and Dr. Marett adds, ” magic practised by mxn 
on man... may very well have been the earliest form of developed 
magic.” Further, Dr. Marett rejects Frazer’s view that 
” magic is the savage equivalent of our national science.” If 
magic should be called science at all, it should be called ‘occult,’ 
and not natural science. For the imperative ‘ must ’ of magic. 
Dr.' Marett contends, connotes something altogether different from 
natural necessity ; it signifies the authority of a projective act 
of will as distinguished from the necessity of causally-linked 
facts, the force, in other words, of a ” spiritual projectile” that 
acts non-naturally as distinguished from the natural power of a 
physical cause. Moreover, since the consciousness of this super- 
natural power comes through the exercise of a projective will, 
it is only natural for the savage to construe it on the analogy of 
his own sugge'stive will as a short of will-force or psychic energy 
that acts non-naturally. Thus the savage comes to regard 
magical power or mana as the equivalent of his own will-power, 
i.e., as the psychic force of an authoritative suggestion. This 
becomes evident when we consider the fact that developed magic 
usually takes the form of .spells and incantations. Words have 
influence only on conscious personal beings and if spells and 
incantations are the usual forms of; developed' magic, the energy 
which they are supposed to release mu^t be 'the force of an 
authoritative suggestive -will believed *to act coerciWy on 
another. The power which effects the magical end is thus a 
reflex of the magician’s own projective will, the psychic force of 
an authoritative suggestion that paralyses and completely 
subjugates the victiui’s will. It is through .spell as active will 
dominating and compelling a passive will that magic, through 
a gradtition of stages, passes over into prayer. 

' Now while the'brilliant suggestiveness of the above analysis 
is certainly beyond ‘ ’ question, the same; we contend, cannot be 
said of the veridical quality of the psychological construction 
which has been based on it. It may no doubt be true ""that in 
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the majority of cases magic takes the form of spells and incanta- 
tions and it is also possible that in some cases where magic 
takes the form of spells and incantations there is some idea of 
an active will suggestively coercing a passive will. It is far 
from being the case however that this is invariably so in cases 
where spells and incantations are used. The mere use of the 
imperative ‘ must,’ we contend, no more proves a dual personal 
relation than the use of it by a medical man with reference to 
his curative drugs proves that he takes them for conscious 
beings under an obligation to carry out his orders. The oral 
‘must,’ we hold, does not necessarily imply any responsive 
will acting obediently to a suggestive will that controls and 
regulates it. The use of the imperative ‘ must ’ in many cases 
means nothing else than that the right instrument has been 
selected and that having regard to the rightness of the selection 
or choice the happening of a certain result is inevitable under 
the circumstances. It is not at all necessary that the selected 
instrument should also be conceived as a personal will-force 
like the agent who makes the selection any more than it is 
necessary for the physician to assume that his selected drugs 
must also possess a responsive will-to-cure conformably to his 
own insistent wish for the recovery of his patient. The ‘ must ’ 
of a spell thus may mean nothing more than that the right 
thing has been done and that therefore a certain result is bound 
to follow. It does not as a rule imply that the selected means 
is a psychic will-force or conscious energy that effects or realises 
the result like a human being consciously realising a purpose. 
It is no doubt possible that spell in some cases may also take 
the form of a dual personal relation between a will that controls 
and a will that is controlled or coerced, but it need not be so in 
every case as Dr. Marett would have us believe. Sure, Dr. 
Marett qualifies his statements later on by the tentative sugges- 
tion that magic need not always take the form of an active will 
dictating to a passive will, but the suggestion comes rather 
Jate after a complete theory of prayer developing from pure 
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magic through its primary form of spell as practised by man 
on man. As a matter of fact, Dr. Marett’s mistake arises from 
his confusion of two different ways of tackling supernatural 
agencies both of which are cott mon amongst primitive savages. 
He fails, in short, to distinguish between the magical manipula- 
tion of an impersonal supernatural energy and the invocation 
of spirits and spiritistic agencies where the appeal is to conscious 
will-force or psychic energy. The latter alone involves a dual 
personal relation while the former which is magic proper as 
distinguished from spiritism or occultism involves no such dual 
relation. The failure to distinguish between these two radi- 
cally distinct attitudes towards the supernatural is, we hold, 
responsible for the conception of mana or magical power as a 
psychic energy or conscious will-force. As there is nothing in 
the wana-idea to necessitate the conception of a dual personal 
relation except in the special case where ends are sought to be 
realised through spiritistic agencies we see no reason for subs- 
cribing to the personalistic view of it as a conscious will-force 
responsively correlated to the force of the magician’s will. As 
we have said, mana is not necessarily a conscious energy, not 
even when supernatural power is restorted to for coercing 
spiiitistic agencies and ensuing their obedience to the magi- 
cian’s desires. When the spirits are approached by methods 
other than those of compulsion or dictation, we have no doubt 
something analogous to prayer. But when the spirits are sought 
to be coerced or forced, we may suppose either the direct action 
of an active will influencing a passive will, or a coercion of the 
latter through the intermediation of a released impersonal 
energy of the non-natural sort. That the released supernatural 
energy should be conceived as a sort of conscious will-force in 
every case is a gratuitous assumption which Dr. Marett’s 
examples do not bear out. Mana or magical power, we contend, 
may very well be an impersonal energy without prejudice to 
its function of a supernatural agency, though in special cases 
it may also take the form of “a spiritual projectile ” or released 
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will-force. The only essential element in the mana-concept is 
that of an energy that acts non-naturally and effects result in a 
mysterious way contrary to the methods of natural causes. It 
is not at all necessary that this energy should also be conceived 
analogically to our will-power as a sort of supernatural psychic 
energy or force. It has no doubt been argued that the concep- 
tion of an impersonal unconscious force acting supernaturally 
is beyond the capacity of the primitive savage and that if the 
savage mind should be conceived on the analogy of that of the 
civilized child, it should be credited with an original bias 
towards personification rather than with any idea of an uncons- 
cious force controlling things. Our reply to such arguments 
is that since even animals hardly fail to evince a sense of the 
difference between the inanimate and the living, it is far from 
improper to assume a somewhat clearer perception of the differ- 
ence in the case of human beings at the pre-civilization stage. 
Nor should we forget that personification involves some idea of 
a person and therefore by implication involves also the correla- 
tive idea of the impersonal or unconscious. Therefore, the 
personifying capacity in the savage no less than in the civilized 
child necessarily involves a correlative depersonifying, dehuma- 
nising capacity entailing the ideas of the unconscious and the 
impersonal. It may be said, however, that the primitive^ mind 
answers more nearly to the infantile consciousness of civilized 
peoples than to the comparatively advanced and differentiated 
experience of a child that has outgrown the infantile stage. 
Even, then, we contend, there is no ground for supposing a 
mana as the savage equivalent of ani authoritative will-force that 
acts non-naturally. If the savage mind is to be regarded as the 
prototype of our undifferentiated infantile consciousness, it must 
be as little capable of a clear idea of personal will-force as of an 
unconscious, impersonal energy. Analogically, therefore, to the 
undistinguished ideas of our infantile consciousness the savage 
idea of mana will be nothing else than that of an undifferentiated 
cosmic energy which is below all distinctions of the personal 
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and the impersonal. This, we hold, is nearer the truth and 
more nearly answers to the real situation than the conception of 
mana as conscious will-force or as unconscious physical energy. 
Mana, in short, stands, in our view, for that undifferentiated 
cosmic energy which is the primary source of all ideas of force 
as physical, psychic or moral. The authority of a moral impera- 
tive no less than the force of will-suggestion and the compulsion 
or causal efdciency of mechanical energy are differentiations of 
the primitive idea of mana or magical power as an efficient 
neutral energy that may be controlled through appropriate 
means. ^ 

1 The Mimamsaka views of Apurva as the connecting link between present sacrifices 
and their future results reflect the same process of development and differentiation. Aputva 
literally means without a purva or antecedent in experience. Hence it is a non-natural or 
supernatural power or agency which operates towards the bringing about of the sacrificial 
result. The Bhatta Mimamsakas conceive it as a supernataral energy released by the 
sacrifice. The Prabhakaras give a different interpretation, idpwrca, according to Prabha- 
karas, is the inherent authority of a sacrifice as morally obligatory. As the authority is 
independent of its actual accomplishment in experience, it is apurva^ t.e., without its 
precedent in experience. Thus within the Mimamsakas themselves we have a transition 
from the magical view of Apurva as supernatural energy to the moral view of it as the 
intrinsic validity or authority of a sacrificial imperative. 




THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 

By 

Rashvihari Das, M.A. 

CHAPTEB I 

Metaphysics and Ethics. 

Philosophy aims at the knowledge of reality that can he 
attained by rational thinking. The data for such thinking 
are supplied by the facts of experience. This implies that the 
reality, which philosophy seeks to know, must be intimately 
related with the facts of experience. If it were not so 
related, there would be no rational way of arriving at a valid 
knowledge of it. 

Philosophy cannot by any device make us acquainted 
with a supersensible reality which suffers no connection with 
the data of everyday experience. Whenever it claims to 
bring to us the vision of such a transcendent reality and make 
us see the light which is nowhere seen on sea or land, we have 
reason to suspect that it is making this claim on the strength 
of an illegitimate alliance with mysticism. Mysticism may 
have its own use and is, perhaps, the only thing needful and 
sufficient for certain temperaments. But the intellectual 
need of our spirit which it has always been the avowed object 
of philosophy to supply cannot be satisfied by the deliverance 
of mysticism. 

True philosophy, therefore, no less than science, is em- 
pirical in its spirit and temper. Experience in its demand to 
be systematised calls into being all our intellectual activity 
and it is experience again which to us is the only possible 
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field where the results of such activity can be verified and 
validated. 

If metaphysics is led to the conception of a non-erapirical 
principle, it finds its justification in the necessities of the 
explanation which the facts of experience demand. The 
metaphysician cannot establish the reality of such a principle 
by dogmatic assertions based on personal intuition or scrip- 
tural revelation. He can maintain its claim to reality only by 
showing that the facts of experience require for their expla- 
nation the existence of such a principle. Philosophy, there- 
fore, though necessarily empirical in its beginning, does not 
need to be so in its results also. The ultimate view of reality 
which it comes to form and maintain need not be that of an 
object which can be given among other given objects in any 
form of experience. 

Now, experience for us does not consist simply in the 
perceptual knowledge of the physical world with its sensible 
qualities. Our moral experience is as surely part of our ex- 
perience as our experience of the physical w'orld. The facts 
of the moral world come to us with as much force and author- 
ity as the facts of the physical world. It is incumbent on 
philosophy therefore that it should take account of these facts 
and find a satisfactory explanation for them. A philosophy, 
which will satisfy the demands of reason, must, besides ful- 
filling other conditions of sound thinking, find room for the 
facts of the moral life in its scheme of reality. If it does not 
take note of them or leaves them unexplained, it will betray 
its inadequacy as soon as we are brought face to face with any 
of these facts. 

Philosophy therefore should work in friendly alliance with 
ethics as well as with other sciences. Just as it is aided in its 
metaphysical construction by the facts established by the posi- 
tive sciences, so should the facts and principles of morality 
established by ethics be of help to it. A study of ethics 
should in all circumstances help us to secure a good ground 
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on which we can build our metaphysical theories. In any 
event a metaphysical theory, which agrees with the conclusions 
of ethics and so satisfactorily explains the facts of the moral 
life, receives thereby a further measure of empirical verifica- 
tion and is thus more likely to be true than the one which 
simply ignores, or is at variance with, the verdict of moral 
consciousness. 

Metaphysics depends in this way upon ethics but ethics 
also depends upon metaphysics for the justification of its 
ultimate principles. The facts of the moral life, of course, 
are there and cannot he denied. Metaphysics can do nothing 
to alter them. But moral consciousness itself will lose much 
of its authority if metaphysical considerations do not support 
it. If it is shown that our moral consciousness has nothing 
for its object which can be supposed to have a place in the 
scheme of reality, we shall be led to think that in paying 
homage to our moral ideal, we are simply worshipping a 
phantom of our imagination. And from the moment we are 
led to this belief, constituted as we are, the dictates of moral 
consciousness will cease to have, over us, any rational author- 
ity. This will mean the complete overthrow of ethics as a 
valid science and of morality as a rational course of conduct. 
A sound ethical theory should, therefore, have at its back 
the support of a sound system of metaphysics which will 
be able to defend it against the attacks of all destructive 
criticism. 

It may be objected that we are involving ourselves in a 
sort of circle when we say that ethics should be the basis of 
metaphysics and at the same time assert that metaphysics 
should be the basis of ethics. There is of course a relation of 
mutual dependence between ethics and metaphysics but this 
relation is not such as to involve the fallacy in question. If 
metaphysics were supposed to depend on ethics for the very 
same thing for which ethics is supposed to depend on meta- 
physics, the supposition then no doubt would have been 
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fallacious. But what we have upheld does not involve this 
supposition. We have maintained that ethics as a detailed 
study of an important aspect of experience supplies the philo- 
sopher with materials out of which he constructs his meta- 
physical theories ; whereas an ethical theorist does not look 
to metaphysics for a supply of his materials, but for the 
speculative justification of the principles which he believes 
he has established on the basis of materials derived directly 
from experience. The services which ethics and metaphysics 
render to each other are not of the same sort and are never 
illegitimate in any sense. They only vindicate the unity and 
systematic character of all valid knowledge. 

While what we have said above does not in any way seem 
to us to be either extraordinary or objectionable, some recent 
writers have denied that metaphysics can have anything to do 
with ethics. Mr. Bertrand Russell, for instance, believes that 
“ the ethical and religious motives inspite of the splendidly 
imaginative systems to which they have given rise have been 
on the whole a hindrance to the progress of philosophy, and 
ought now to be consciously thrust aside by those who wish to 
discover philosophical truth” {Mysticism and Logic, p. 98). 
In his opinion the ethical element which has been prominent 
in many of the famous systems of philosophy is one of the 
most serious obstacles to the victory of scientific method in 
the investigation of philosophical questions. In his desire to 
see the methods of science successfully applied to the field of 
philosophy, Mr. Russell exhorts us to make our minds 
ethically neutral. “ The view of the world taken by the philo- 
sophy derived from ethical notions is never impartial and 
therefore never fully scientific” {ibid, p. 109). Therefore 
if philosophy is to he scientific it should pay no heed to moral 
considerations. 

The methods of science, so far as possible, may very well 
be utilised in the field of philosophical investigation. We 
may readily recognise the sovereignty of facts and the objecti- 
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vity of truth. But the scientific method itself, of which the 
keynote is the impartial consideration of all relevant facts, 
requires us to take due note of the facts of the moral life. 
When these facts are not denied, philosophy, however, rigidly 
scientific in its method, cannot afford to ignore them. 

To say that metaphysics should be based on ethics is not 
to say that metaphysics should grant any legislative force 
to our own wishes in matters of truth. It is merely to say 
that philosophy, which works on the basis of experience, should 
not ignore the fact of moral consciousness. 

Moral consciousness is there and it cannot be left as 
an irrational surd. It has to be dealt with and explained. 
Moral ideas are there and they will always force themselves 
upon the attention of all sincere thinkers. Metaphysics may 
justify these ideas as giving us a clue to the nature of ulti- 
mate reality or may condemn them as wholly illusory. But 
to shut its eyes against them without an examination is a 
piece of irrationality which philosophy, unless it forgets itself, 
will be loath to earn to its credit. 

Mr. Bussell says that the scientific philosophy “ aims only 

at understanding the world and cannot take account of 

ethical notions without being turned aside from that sub- 
mission to facts which is the essence of the scientific temper” 
(ibid, p. 109). But what are we to understand by the word 
‘world’ here ? The world we know is not the world of physical 
forces merely but it includes the elements of life and cons- 
ciousness as well. We cannot, therefore, be said to understand 
the world in the true sense if the elements of life and 
consciousness are omitted from it. But when we come to 
take account of the fact of consciousness we cannot ignore 
that aspect of it which we call moral. We are to submit to 
facts but why should not the impartial student of philosophy 
view the facts of the moral life with the same loyal submission 
with which he is advised to regard all other facts ? 
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Moreover, can we really succeed in denuding the world 
of all ethical attributes ? The world which in relation to the 
human spirit is to be neither good nor evil nor a mixture of 
both has yet to be found, and is not certainly the one with 
which we are acquainted. Mere operation of physical forces 
may not be considered either good or bad. But a situation in 
which a play of human wills is concerned and the happiness 
and misery of human beings are involved cannot be regarded 
with moral indifference. It is not possible to regard the 
cruel oppression of the weak by the strong, the wilful sup- 
pression of truth and the propagation of lies by designing 
persons, and similar other facts, as neither good nor evil. 
We know that such facts are part of the world in which we 
live, and they cannot be ignored by a serious thinker who is 
bent on giving a rational account of the world in all its 
dominant aspects. If these facts cannot be properly character- 
ised without the application of moral attributes, then the 
world, of which they form part, cannot also be made entirely 
free from moral characteristics. It seems evident, therefore, 
that a philosopher cannot truly understand the nature of the 
world if he takes no account of ethical notions. 

The philosopher either understands what is meant by 
good or ought, or he does not. If he does not, and thus pre- 
tends to have no moral consciousness at all, his talk about 
ethical notions will be quite meaningless inasmuch as he has 
no proper understanding of them. He cannot therefore warn 
himself or others against the infection of such notions. If, 
however, he understands the meanings of these terms, we can 
only suppose that he has learnt them from his own experience. 
If his understanding is real he must be able to point out some 
specific facts of his experience to which these terms can be 
significantly applied. This means that he has what is known 
as moral consciousness. And even if we suppose that he once 
had it but does not have it now, still moral consciousness as an 
historical fact has to be taken note of and accounted for. 
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This is of course a highly hypothetical case. As a matter of 
fact we find that moral consciousness as a rule is present 
in all persons. And we do not think that there can be a 
form of consciousness which, not being wholly illusory, 
signifies nothing in reality. Prof. A. E. Taylor admits that 
“for constructive metaphysics ethics is of the highest 
importance ” {The Problem of Conduct, p. 48), But he 
appears to deny that ethics can be or should be based on 
metaphysics. He denies that ethics alone is concerned with 
what ought to be as distinguished from what is, the subject, 
matter of the natural sciences. 

It is generally thought that ethics, unlike the natural 
sciences, does not deal with what is but with what ought to 
be. It is a normative science, ‘a science not of facts but of 
ideals,’ “And you cannot learn what ought to be by observation 
and experiment upon the empirical course of events in a 
morally defective world like our own, where what ought to be 
is most commonly just what does not exist." The ideal or 
what ought to be, presupposed in ethics, can neither be proved 
nor disproved by a study of empirical facts. It is only by a 
metaphysical analysis that we can establish the reality of such 
an ideal and thus validate all moral judgments. 

Against this view Prof. Taylor holds that it is not the 
peculiar distinction of ethics that it deals with what ought to 
be. He says that in a sense “ all science, in so far as it is real 
science, is concerned with what ought to be," {ibid, p, 53). 
Logic deals with the ways in which we ought to reason. The 
science of aesthetics has much to say as to the way in which 
certain perceived contents ought to affect the emotional side 
of our nature. So again the medical man may say, “ There 
ought to be altered light reflexes along with the symptoms of 
this patient, but hitherto I have failed to find them." And 
just as what ought to be is determined in science by a close 
study of what is, so should it be in ethics. By studying the 
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actual moral life of different people we should determine the 
moral ideal or what ought to be. 

This view of Prof. Taylor seems to us to be fundamentally 
wrong. In the first place it seems that the meaning of 
‘ought’ even in such normative sciences as logic and aesthetics 
is not the same as what we understand by it in ethics. 
Whoever has any real feeling of oughtness, understood in the 
ethical sense, experiences a sense of loyalty to an ideal from 
which he cannot swerve without feeling himself degraded in 
his own estimation. If a person fails to do what he knows he 
ought to have done, he feels himself condemned in his own 
mind. But this we do not find in the case of aesthetic 
insensibility or logical error. If the presented perceptual 
contents do not affect us emotionally in a way they ought to, 
we do not feel ourselves condemned. However glaring our 
logical blunders may be, they will never occasion the same 
feeling of compunction which always follows upon the 
conscious commission of an act of moral delinquency. 

The ethical ought is obligatory on all men. Tnere is no 
such obligation involved in the logical or aesthetic ought. 
We feel in ourselves a call to become moral, in a sense in 
which no one ever feels that lie ought to be a perfect reasoner 
or an appreciator of beautiful objects. 

Even if it is granted that the meaning of ‘ought ’ is the 
same in all normative sciences, it seems utterly unreasonable 
to suppose that the term ‘ought ’ bears the same meaning in 
the natural sciences also. When a scientist says that a 
particular phenomenon ought to be different from what it is, 
all that he can possibly mean is that the phenomenon in 
question is in conflict with some general principle which he 
may have previously formulated. If the observation of the 
present fact is correct, then, for aught we know, the generalisa- 
tion itself stands condemned and requires to be modified. The 
general principles of science in the light of which some 
particular phenomena are declared to be different from what 
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they ought to be, are tentative and hypothetical and so lack 
the absoluteness of a moral ideal. 

When we have seen that the natural sciences do not deal 
with what ought to be, we can easily understand how the 
other contention of Prof. Taylor that we can derive our know- 
ledge of what ought to be from a study of positive facts, falls 
at once to the ground. By an observation of such facts we 
may be able to formulate some empirical law which will 
simply tell us what the facts are but never what they ought 
to be. A study of the moral life of different people may 
contribute to our moral culture in a way. It may provide us 
with inspiring examples or make us acquainted with facts that 
will excite our moral indignation. But this is possible only 
when we have got an ideal already in our mind. Approval or 
disapproval of an act always implies a standard of judgment 
which cannot be derived from the act judged. We think 
therefore that for ethics as the science of the ideal or the good, 
an examination of the actual moral life of different people is 
not of any very real importance, though it may be highly 
useful to the student of some other social sciences. 

Prof. Taylor admits that ethics is very important for 
metaphysics and that there is plenty of good and useful work 
to be done by “ Metaphysics of Ethics.” But he objects to 
inverting ‘ the real order of dependence between the two 
branches of enquiry * and making the “ Metaphysics of Ethics ” 
the beginning instead of the end of an examination of morals. 
It appears that, in his opinion, we can pass from ethics to 
metaphysics, but not from metaphysics to ethics ; ethics is 
useful for metaphysics, but metaphysics is not so for ethics. 

We feel, however, that if it is admitted that we can pass 
from ethics to metaphysics, then it must also be admitted that 
we can pass from metaphysics to ethics. In the case of real 
knowledge we can pass either way from one member of a rela- 
tion of dependence to another. The relation of cause and 
effect is a case in point. The effect depends upon the cause 
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but our knowledge of the effect certainly helps us to determine 
the nature of the cause. So if we can pass from ethics to 
metaphysics, we should be allowed to perform the backward 
journey from metaphysics to ethics. If our moral experiences 
are of use in constructing sound metaphysical theories, these 
theories in their turn should help us to understand and inter- 
pret those experiences. Metaphysics must pay back in its 
own way the value of what it receives from ethics to the en- 
richment of the latter science. 

If ethics and metaphysics stand for systems of knowledge, 
they must have their proper places in the larger system of 
human knowledge and there is no reason why a speculative 
thinker, in his free movement in the sphere of knowledge, 
should not pass from one province of knowledge to another and 
note their inter-relation. 

Ethics is not a descriptive science and it need not be con- 
tent with a description of the moral life of different people in 
the world. As Kant pointed out long ago, there is a rational 
part of it. It must consider such questions as the validity of 
moral judgments, the nature of the moral ideal and others of 
a like nature. If it is to deal adequately with these questions, 
it will find itself faced with many metaphysical issues ; and 
they can be settled satisfactorily only when ethics has availed 
itself of the services of a sound system of metaphysics. 

Prof. G. E. Moore also is of opinion that the supposition 
involved in metaphysical ethics that ethics can be based on 
metaphysics must be fallacious (Principia Ethica, p, 115). In 
his opinion metaphysics can have no logical bearing whatever 
upon the answer to the fundamental ethical question ‘what 
is good in itself ? ’ That this is so follows at once from the 
fact that ‘good’ denotes an ultimate unanalysable predicate 
(ibid, p. 140). The most important source of the supposition 
that metaphysics is relevant to ethics, according to Prof. 
Moore, is the assumption that good must denote some real 
property of things. This assumption he further traces to the 
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erroneous “ logical doctrine that all propositions assert a rela- 
tion between existents.” 

What Prof. Moore has succeeded in proving seems to be 
that goodness as such cannot be expressed in terms of some 
other category. The notion of goodness like the notions of 
truth and beauty is an elementary one and cannot, therefore,- 
be analysed into concepts more elementary than itself. But 
what we are concerned with in ethics is not simply the abs- 
tract notion of goodness which, being admitted to be ultimate 
and unanalysable, must be supposed to be either a thing of 
common possession and therefore requiring no further elucida- 
tion, or, else, something which cannot be taught at all. We 
want to know what is good and that which is in fact good can- 
not wholly be composed of goodness only, not only because we 
can never find anything which is nothing but goodness, but 
also because if it consisted of goodness only, it would be im- 
possible to make it the subject of a significant judgment. A 
judgment always makes some discrimination of elements and 
it cannot operate when it is left with goodness only. Theore- 
tical ethics studies the nature of good in general and seeks to 
determine what conditions a thing must satisfy in order that 
the predicate ‘good’ may be applied to it. It is not concerned 
with the concrete particular nor with the abstract universal, 
but with what may be called the concrete ideal which forms 
the rational standard of all moral judgments. Ethics does 
not give us a list of particular good things ; no science ever 
deals with particulars in this way. And the universal in this 
ease, being an ultimate, unanalysable concept, cannot and 
does not need to be further determined by a science. Ethics 
may help us to understand the general nature of the ideal 
standard of goodness. The science of ethics is possible because 
there is such a standard. We would not otherwise be able to 
make any rational judgment of moral values, but would have 
to depend in our consideration of ethical questions upon vague 
impressions, or at best upon so-called intuitions, which by 
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themselves will never yield a systematic body of certified 
knowledge. All our ethical judgments are judgments of value 
and all valuations imply some standard by means of which 
things are valued. A thing is called good not only because it 
appears to be intuited as good, but also, and specially, because 
it satisfies our ideal of goodness. The apparent intuition in 
many cases need not be denied, but we should not forget that 
many things appear to be intuitive even when we arrive 
at them as the result of much rapid and unconscious 
thinking. Our intuitive appreciation of the goodness of an 
act gives us only the subjective assurance of some objective 
conditions which the act satisfies and is therefore called good. 

We shall not here consider the question whether or not 
there is anything outside the realm of existence. All proposi- 
tions may or may not assert the existence of some thing or 
other. But can we assert goodness or badness unless in 
connexion with existing things ? Would anything be 
either good or bad unless it existed ? “The mere concept 
unless realised in fact is neither good nor evil : it is only as so 
realised, or on the assumption of its realisation, that it is 
called either ” (Sorley — Moral Values and the Idea of God, 
p. 77). Even if we somehow believe that ‘good’ is something 
which only subsists, we have still to explain how it happens 
to be predicated of existing things. We cannot say that the 
predicate belongs to one world and the subject to another. In 
that case their union would not be possible and the judgment 
would palpably be false. When we say ‘This is good,’ if our 
judgment is correct, ‘good’ becomes one with ‘This.’ So even 
though one may suppose that ‘good’ lives in the world of 
ideas, one cannot ignore the fact that for a time at least it 
takes its place in the world of existence. We cannot there- 
fore believe that ‘good’ as such needs to fall wholly outside 
the world of existence. 

We have yet to consider a very important objection 
against our contention that ethics should have a basis in 
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metaphysics. It may be said that metaphysics as an enquiry 
into the nature of reality is after all a science of what is. It is 
like the natural sciences concerned with facts. Ethics on the 
other hand is admittedly a science of what ought to be. How 
can a science of facts be of any help to the science of ideals ? 
When we have seen that we cannot pass from what is to what 
ought to be, how can we maintain that metaphysics can 
supply ethics with any rational basis ? 

Metaphysics no doubt studies fact ; but among the facts 
it studies there is the fact of moral consciousness. Our ideals 
form part of this fact, and in studying this fact, metaphysics 
is obliged to study the nature of our ideals. 

Moreover the ideal in some sense is ; and if metaphysics 
is the science of what is, it cannot ignore the ideal which 
also is. The existence of the ideal is never hypothetical ; it 
is very positive and is felt to be so whenever we are moved 
by it to any serious activity. It is effective in bringing about 
changes which cannot fail to be recognised even by the posi- 
tive sciences. When many of our actions, i.e., facts, are 
determined by our ideal, it would be a mystery if the ideal 
were not at all connected with the world of facts. 

The opposition between what is and what ought to be is 
not absolute. At many points they meet and mingle and 
become one. Do we not find in many works of art that the 
touch of the master’s hand has been as it ought to be ? Do 
not the lives of saints give us instances where the heroes of 
unfailing charity conducted themselves in a way that was per- 
fect ? This only shows that the ideal may also be real. There 
is no reason, therefore, why the ideal, because it is ideal, 
should not also be somewhere real. The vision of the ideal 
that comes to us in moments of spiritual exaltation may, after 
all, be the reflection of Supreme Perfection which is eternally 
real. What is not yet from the point of view of our present 
experience may be found, when viewed suh specie aeternitatis, 
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to be eternally present. Our ethical ideal may as well be 
metaphysically real. 

Our present purpose is not to build up a system of ethics 
on some metaphysical basis. And so we shall not be concern- 
ed very much even if the question, whether metaphysics can 
be of any use to ethics, is not decided conclusively in our 
favour. What we propose to do in this book is to bring out 
the metaphysical implications of moral consciousness. Start- 
ing with the fact of moral experience we wish to ascertain 
speculatively the scheme of reality which is presupposed by it. 
We may remain content with what Prof. Taylor has 
granted us when he has admitted that for constructive meta- 
physics ethics is of the highest importance. Ours is an essay 
in metaphysical construction and we hope we shall not be 
wrong in making the fact of moral consciousness the basis 
of our essay. 



CHAPTER II 


The Validity of Moral Judgments. 

We have seen that the fact of moral consciousness cannot 
he denied. This fact finds expression in some recognised forms 
of judgments, such as ‘This is good,’ ‘This is not good,’ I, 
ought to do this,’ etc. And Philosophy can deal adequately 
with moral consciousness only when it has found articulated 
expression in such judgments. So long as it remains in the 
vague state of some undefined feeling. Philosophy cannot 
properly make any use of it for the purpose of construction 
or criticism. 

When we come to consider moral judgments, the 
question of their validity naturally arises. It cannot possibly 
be maintained that the moral judgment belongs to a class 
of judgments to which the concept of validity is not appli- 
cable. Our moral judgments as judgments are like any 
other judgments, whether of science, mathematics or logic. 
Just as these other judgments are valid or invalid according 
as their form and content represent or do not represent the 
true state of things, so should also the moral judgments be 
valid or invalid in the same way. Whoever asserts “This is 
good,” if his words are significant, means clearly that the pro- 
position expresses a particular fact which cannot be expressed 
by saying “ This is not good.” That is to say, if the former 
proposition is valid, the latter is not so. If both of them could 
be indifferently valid or invalid, or if they were neither valid 
nor invalid, then any of them might be asserted on any occa- 
sion. In fact there would be no reasonable ground for 
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asserting either of them on any particular occasion. The 
chief characteristic of a judgment is its truth or falsehood 
and so a judgment can escape being either true or false only 
by refusing to assert anything at all and thus by rendering 
itself utterly insignificant. 

The question of the validity of moral judgments is spe- 
cially important for our present purpose. When we insist that 
metaphysics should take note of the facts of the moral life 
and give proper explanation for them, we have to guarantee 
that these facts are genuine facts; we have to show that our 
moral judgments are valid judgments. If moral conscious- 
ness proves to be an illusion, though a very powerful and 
widespread one, we cannot legitimately ask metaphysics to 
give an adequate explanation for it. 

It may be said that even an illusion has to be accounted 
for. But what metaphysical explanation can we give of an illu- 
sory phenomenon? We may try to describe it in various ways. 
We may say, for instance, that it is the appearance of a thing 
which is not there (asat-khyati), or that it is the non-appear- 
ance of a thing which is there {akhydti), or that it is the external 
appearance of a thing which in reality we have got in our 
mind (dtma-khydti), or, again, that it is the appearance of 
a thing as another (anyathd-khydti). But these are only more 
or less adequate descriptions of the phenomenon from 
different points of view. None of them is from the view- 
point of metaphysics a genuine explanation of illusion. An 
illusion by definition has no proper place in the heart of 
reality; it is a false appearance not grounded in fact. But 
the metaphysical explanation of a thing consists in finding 
a proper place for the thing in the scheme of reality. If any 
such explanation were possible in the case of an illusion the 
illusion itself would become real and lose its illusory character. 
We may fry fo explain how in a particular case we came to 
have the illusion we actually had. But our having the 
illusion was not itself an illusion and therefore it can be 
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explained. My seeing of a snake in the place of a rope, as 
a psychological fact, cannot be denied. A psychologist may 
be able to find out the causes which gave rise to my seeing. 
This is possible because my seeing was not illusory. Illusori- 
ness precisely belonsrs to the object seen and this cannot 
be explained; because the object as seen being not there 
cannot be related to any fact in the real world. 

The fact of our experiencing the particular mental state, 
which we call moral consciousness, is undeniable. But it is 
possible to doubt whether there is any objective ground for 
our experience. One may even think that our moral con- 
sciousness is as baseless as our seeing of an illusory object 
which is not there. In that case we cannot rightly demand a 
metaphysical explanation for the facts of the moral life. 
Such a demand is compatible only with the assurance that the 
validity of our moral judgments is beyond question. 

The validity of moral judgments is closely connected with 
their objectivity. In fact there can be no determination of 
validity without some reference to objectivity. If a judgment 
is valid, it is so because the character of the thing judged is 
in accordance with the assertion made in the judgment. It 
can never be the case that a judgment is valid because the 
person judging wishes it to be so, or because he entertains a 
particular feeling towards it. ‘ I wish this ’ is a judgment 
whose validity, no doubt, depends ou my actually having the 
wish ; but the wish here in question forms part of the judg- 
ment itself and to make the judgment valid no further wish, 
directed upon it, is either necessary or sufficient. Our mental 
life is so complex that in its concrete functioning no element 
in it can be absolutely separated from all the rest. So an 
element of feeling may be present whenever we make a valid 
judgment or know a judgment to be so. But the element 
of feeling itself can never be the sole or the essential ground 
on which the validity of the judgment may be said to depend. 
What determines the validity of a judgment is the nature of 
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the thing judged, and if this fails, then, however strongly we 
may desire that the judgment should be valid and however 
sincerely we may feel that it is so, our desire and feeling will 
never make the judgment really valid. Prof. Moore has 
conclusively proved that “ To predicate of an action that it is 
right or wrong is to predicate of it something quite different 
from the mere fact that any man or set of men have any 
particular feeling towards or opinion about it {Ethics, p. 244). 
To say of an action that it is right is not the same thing as 
to say that some one is pleased with it. This seems to follow 
from the very form of the judgment. The judgment that 
an action is right has a different subject and a different 
predicate from the judgment that some one is pleased with 
the action. When their difference is so pronounced, they 
cannot in any sense be identical in meaning. The fact that 
some one is pleased whenever an action is right is not and 
need not be denied ; but the fact that a person is pleased is 
not the same thing as the fact that an action is right. When 
we find that there is no subjective reference in our moral 
judgments it appears safe to conclude that they are essentially 
objective. 

What is clear beyond doubt from Prof. Moore’s dis- 
cussion of moral judgments is that such judgments do assert 
some objective trait or character — that they are not merely the 
expressions of personal thoughts and feelings. But even when 
we recognise the objectivity of moral judgments in this sense, 
we may not yet be convinced that they are objectively valid. 
Because what is asserted to be there may not really be there. 
Mere assertion of a thing is no proof of its real existence. The 
conception of its being other than our thoughts or feelings does 
not itself show that it must necessarily be something in fact. 
So although a moral judgment may assert something which is 
not identical with any of our mental facts, it does not thereby 
make itself valid. If the asserted thing does not exist— 
and there is no proof in the judgment itself that the thing 
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must exist — the judgment will be as false as any judgment 
made under the influence of an illusion. It is easy to under- 
stand that a moral judgment asserts some thing as objective. 
But it is more difficult to establish that the thing in question 
is really objective. People have raised serious doubt about 
the real objectivity of moral attributes. We shall consider 
here some of the arguments which deny real objectivity to 
moral attributes and, therefore, to all moral judgments. 

What is objective, it may be said, is not private to any 
individual ; it is equally recognised by all intelligent beings. 
But it is notorious that people in the world widely differ from 
one another in their moral judgments. If rightness or 
wrongness, goodness or badness, were some real charac- 
teristics of things, they should be equally recognised 
by different people in the world. One of Prof. 
Moore’s arguments against the subjectivity of moral judg- 
ments is that if they were subjective then different moral 
judgments could be made without contradiction about one 
and the same action. But the fact that contradictory judg- 
ments are really passed upon one and the same action seems 
to show that these judgments are subjective. 

Now, what is objective is, no doubt, under ordinary 
circumstances, generally perceived in the same way by differ- 
ent people; but there are cases in which what is admittedly 
objective is still seen differently by different persons. A 
round penny appears elliptical to a person who looks at it 
from a particular angle of vision and if two persons judge 
differently that it is round and that it is elliptical, that does 
not show that their judgments are subjective. It shows that 
even objective characteristics are not perceived in the same 
way by different persons. Nobody can contend that the 
shape of a physical thing is not an objective property. The 
fact that two persons differ in their judgments about one and 
the same thing does not show that their judgments are equally 
true or eauallv false. It only shows that both of them 
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cannot be true ; and when the judgments are contradictory, it 
further shows that one of them must be true. And in the case 
of two contradictory moral judgments, whichever is true, will 
unquestionably establish the objectivity of moral attri- 
butes, The fact that different moral judgments are made 
about one and the same action does not show that there is 
really no contradiction between them nor that the persons who 
make the judgments do not feel themselves to be contradicted 
by one another. If the words used in the judgments are 
significant, the contradiction between them cannot be denied. 
The point in Prof. Moore’s argument is not that contradictory 
judgments are not passed upon one and the same action but 
that they should never be recognised as contradictory if they 
were subjective. The fact that they are recognised as contra- 
dictory and are felt to be so shows that they are not subjec- 
tive. 

It may be argued that since we are unable to know for 
certain which of the judgments is true, it is better to treat 
them both as equally true. And this is possible only when 
we consider them as subjective. 

Now to treat them as subjective in order to get out cf the 
difficulty presented by their apparent contradiction may be 
very convenient, but this can scarcely be considered the right 
way of dealing with the matter. When we are presented with 
two contradictory judgments, we may be unable to decide which 
of them is true and the best that we can do is to withhold our 
judgment upon them. But we can never be justified in 
thinking that both of them are true or that they are subjec- 
tive, especially when the persons making the judgments do not 
feel like making only statements about their personal likes 
and dislikes. 

The meaning and intent of our moral judgments are 
never subjective in any sense. When, for instance, we say that 
to murder an innocent child is wrong, we never mean simply 
that we are displeased with the act. Our displeasure at the 
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act, if committed, may be there but, over and above this and 
principally, we mean that the act itself is wrong and its wrong- 
ness cannot absolutely be translated in terms of our or any- 
body else’s feelings towards or thoughts about the action. To 
say that moral judgments are subjective is to say that they 
are all false. If an action itself is neither right nor wrong, 
then to say that it is right or wrong, is certainly to make a 
false statement. But can we treat all our moral judgments 
as false ? We have seen above that we cannot conclude the 
falsity of all moral judgments from the fact that there are 
contradictory moral judgments about one and the same action. 
But even if we suppose for a moment, although the supposi- 
tion would not be right, that we get nothing but falsity when- 
ever there is contradiction, we shall not be obliged to believe 
that moral judgments as such are false, for when two contra- 
dictory moral judgments are made, the contradiction lies in 
the particular predicates used and not in their nature as moral 
judgments, since it is agreed that both of them are moral judg- 
ments. When about one and the same action there are, for 
instance, two contradictory judgments of the forms ‘ This is 
right’ and ‘This is wrong,’ we may as well say in each case 
‘This has got a moral property,’ And when we do so, the 
alleged ground of falsity being no longer present, the substi- 
tuted judgment cannot be treated as false. 

The falsity of moral judgments is sometimes sought to be 
deduced from the fact that primitive man never made any 
such judgments, that our moral experience is the product 
of our social life. But the fact that primitive man never 
made any moral judgments only proves that he lacked the 
knowledge of what is right and what is wrong. From his lack 
of knowledge we cannot infer the non-existence of all moral 
properties. We can never argue that because mankind in its 
infancy failed to be convscious of the moral properties of things, 
therefore these properties were not and are not there, even 
though it perceives them clearly in its present developed 
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state. The validity of our advanced knowledge is never 
affected by the consideration that we were devoid of such 
knowledge when we were children. Our social life may have 
quickened our moral perception ; it has also contributed 
towards the development of our intelligence. But because 
our intelligence and moral sense have been things of social 
growth, it does not follow that our knowledge acquired 
through them is false. It has rightly been pointed out that 
even science has developed under the pressure of our social 
life, but no body ever questions the findings of science merely 
on this account. 

We see therefore that w'^e have so far found no conclusive 
reason to think that our moral judgments are all false. But let 
us suppose that for some reason or other one is persuaded to 
think that they are all really false. To say that all our judg- 
ments are false is to say that the moral experience of mankind 
is the product of an all-pervasive illusion. Can such an 
opinion be justified ? We have seen that we cannot be led by 
any arguments, so far considered, to the conclusion that our 
moral judgments are all false. Let us now consider whether 
the opinion that moral experience is all illusion can at all be 
consistently maintained. It sometimes so happens that 
although there are no positive arguments to prove a particular 
conclusion, there are also no arguments to prove it to be false. 
We have found no conclusive arguments which can prove that 
all moral judgments are false. We shall now attempt to show 
that there are arguments which make such a conclusion 
untenable. 

Nobody ever maintains that all moral judgments that any 
one may pass on any thing on earth must be true. What is 
sought to be maintained as beyond all question is that there 
are some moral judgments which are absolutely true. The 
proposition “ Some moral judgments are true” can be held to 
be false only when its contradictory proposition “ No moral 
judgments are true ” is held to be true. And it can be main- 
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tained only when one believes that our moral experience is all 
illusion. If there is a single instance in which a thing can be 
truly taken as right or wrong, good or bad, then it will not be 
true that no moral judgments are true. In order that it may be 
true that no moral judgments are true, there should not be any 
thing in the world which is really right or wrong, good or bad. 
In moral experience we take things to be right or wrong, good 
or bad. If therefore it is a fact that no moral judgments are 
true, then in moral experience we have got a type of experience 
in which things are taken to be what they are not. In other 
words moral experience turns out to be a mere illusion. This, 
however, is a position which, we shall presently see, cannot 
consistently be maintained. 

There is a general consideration against moral experience 
being all illusion. All illusions that we know of in life are for 
particular individuals and last only for a time. We do not know 
of an illusion which lasts for the whole life of a man and 
affects the life of all mankind. This consideration renders 
the possibility of moral experience being all illusion very 
doubtful. Moreover an illusion is not known as illusion so 
long as one is still under the illusion. So if a person were 
justified in thinking of moral experience as illusion he should 
be free frorp the illusion ; that is, he should be devoid of all 
moral consciousness. Such a person however is very difficult 
to find in the world. 

In illusion one always takes a thing for what it is not, that 
is, for something other than what it really is. Now the thing 
for which a particular thing is mistaken in illusion must have 
already entered into the experience of the person before he 
has the illusion. When a person mistakes a piece of rope for 
a snake, it must be conceded that he knows what a snake is. 
If he had no previous knowledge of a snake, it would be 
impossible for him to have the illusion of a snake. When he 
is absolutely ignorant of what a snake is and when no snake 
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is actually present before him, nothing would succeed in 
producing in him the illusion of a snake. 

It may be contended that although some knowledge of 
the illusory object is necessary before one has the illusion, that 
knowledge also may be of an illusory kind. But if the previous 
knowledge necessary for the present illusion were itself 
an illusion, that illusion would require for its explanation some 
antecedent knowledge which must not itself be an illusion, 
otherwise it would give rise to an infinite process. So it 
seems beyond doubt that in all illusions some real knowledge 
of the illusory object is always presupposed. We find therefore 
that some genuine moral experience is absolutely necessary 
in order that there may be the illusion of moral experience. 
The very possibility of illusion demands that all should not be 
illusion. If all moral experience were illusion there would be 
no illusion of moral experience, since the genuine moral 
experience which is necessary for the illusion is supposed to 
be absent. The inherent self-discrepancy of the position lays 
bare the absurdity of the hypothesis that all moral experience 
is illusion. 

We shall arrive at the same result even when we look at 
the question from a slightly different point of view. If the 
judgment ‘ This is good’ is false, then by mere immediate 
inference we know that the judgment ‘ This is not good ’ must 
be true. Whoever believes that no moral judgments are true 
believes that all judgments of the form ‘This is good’ are 
false. He believes therefore by implication that the judgment 
‘ This is not good ’ must be true. If I say ‘ This is good ’ 
you can prove me to be wrong and my judgment to be false 
only by asserting with truth the contradictory judgment ‘This 
is not good.’ But your assertion of the proposition ‘ This is 
not good ’ means that in your opinion the predicate ‘ good ’ is 
irrelevant in the present case. This also shows that you know 
some cases in which the predicate ‘ good ’ is relevant. In 
those cases however the judgment ‘ This is good ’ will be 
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perfectly true and it cannot therefore be maintained that no 
moral judgments are true. If you maintain that you do not 
know of any case in which the predicate ‘ good ’ is relevant, 
then the question will arise : How did you come to have any 
idea of good, seeing that all our ideas refer to their 
factual counterparts in experience ? If you have never in 
your experience come across any thing which is good, it will 
be impossible for you to have any idea of good. And if 
you have no idea of good, you cannot significantly assert 
‘ This is not good ’ nor can you decide whether in a parti- 
cular case the predicate good is relevant or irrelevant. 

In any case whether one affirms or denies the proposition 
* This is good ’ he cannot altogether deny that he has got 
some idea of good. Our question now is whether the idea of 
good, which is undeniable, can be a mere idea without there 
being any thing in fact which corresponds to this idea. 

In the case of feeling we can say that the feeling of 
pleasure is pleasure, but in the case of ideas, we cannot say 
that the idea of a thing is the thing itself. The idea of a horse 
is not a horse nor is the idea of square itself square. An idea 
always refers to some thing of which it is the idea and which 
is different from it. So if we admit that we have the idea of 
‘ good,’ ‘ good ’ must be supposed to have a being of its own 
which is not identical with the being of the idea. This being 
so, we are compelled to admit that there is some thing which 
is good. And so the judgment ‘ This is good’ cannot always 
and everywhere be false. 

It may be objected that we have many ideas for which 
there are no corresponding things in the world. For instance 
we have the idea of a golden mountain, but there is no such 
thing in reality. Why cannot our idea of good be one of 
such objectless ideas ? 

The idea of a golden mountain is a complex idea of which 
the simpler ideas of gold and mountain are constituents. This 
idea is possible because there are gold and mountain in the 
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world. But the idea of good is a simple idea and it is 
explicable only if there is something which is really good in 
the world. 

Lastly it may be objected that although we have got the 
idea of ‘ good ’ it is the idea of a predicate, adjective or 
universal. Merely to have the idea of good is not to have the 
idea of something which is good. Merely to know an 
adjective is not to know the substantive which it qualifies. 
So from our mere idea of good we cannot deduce the truth of 
the proposition that something is good. 

What we have said already about the previous objection 
will apply against this objection also. Unless we have got the 
experience of something which is good, it will be difficult to 
have the idea of good. Even those ideas, which are supposed 
to be d priori in the sense of not being derived from exprience, 
acquire significance for us when they are applied to objects of 
experience. If the idea of good is significant it is because it 
is applied to experienced objects which are good. 

Moreover we cannot think of a predicate which is not 
applied to any subject nor of an adjective which does not 
qualify any substantive. There cannot be any universal which 
does not characterise some particular. An adjective is an 
adjective because it qualifies some substantive. The essence 
of a predicate lies in its applicability to some subject. There 
is no universal under which no particular is subsumed. So 
our very idea of good as an adjective, predicate or universal, 
implies that there is something which is good. 

We find therefore that we cannot deny objectivity to 
moral predicates and so have no reason to think that there is 
any thing in moral judgments as such which will make them 
invariably false. 



CHAPTER III 


The Ohjectivity of Value. 

We have tried to show that there is no reason to think 
that our moral judgments as such are invalid. Some moral 
judgments there must be which are absolutely true, although 
all moral judgments may not be so. If the judgment ‘This 
is good’ is a true judgment, as we contend it should be in 
some cases at least, then ‘good’ should signify some characteris- 
tic of the thing, which is asserted to be good, quite indepen- 
dently of the attitude one may take up towards it. But is 
anything by itself either good or bad without any relation to 
a judging subject whose wishes or purposes it either fulfils or 
thwarts r To say that a thing is good is to assign certain value 
to it. But can a thing by itself have any value ? Is not its 
value always for some one and under some circumstances ? If 
it be so, then the value of a thing cannot be supposed to reside 
in the thing itself. It seems to be borrowed from some ex- 
traneous relation which the thing bears to our needs and 
desires. Value on this supposition cannot strictly be called 
objective and if value cannot maintain its objectivity, our 
ethical judgments, which are also judgments of value, cannot 
then be supposed to be objective. With the loss of objectivity, 
the validity or truth of moral judgments again seems to dis- 
appear and consequently the claim of moral consciousness to 
receive metaphysical explanation seems hard to maintain. In 
spite of our strenuous efforts to uphold the objectivity of 
moral judgments, the doubting mind does not appear to be set 
quite at rest. We shall therefore try in this chapter to exhibit 
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clearly, as far as we can, how and in what sense we think 
values can be objective. 

A few words at this place about the relation of value to 
goodness, truth and beauty, which are generally supposed to 
be the three fundamental forms of value, may prove helpful in 
our present discussions. 

A thing has value when and only- when it can legitimately 
be called good. If it cannot be called good, we do not under- 
stand how it can still be supposed to have any value. So, for 
us, goodness and value seem to be identical. 

But if value is goodness, we cannot then suppose that 
truth, beauty and goodness are the three fundamental forms 
of value in the same sense. For just as we can say that value 
means goodness, we cannot say, in the same way, that it means 
truth or beauty, obviously because truth, beauty and good- 
ness being different concepts, to say of a thing that it is good 
is not to say that it is true or beautiful;, but to say that a 
thing is good is to say, as we have seen, that it has value. So 
it appears that truth or beauty is not value in the sense in 
which goodness is. What is true or beautiful may have value 
because of its truth or beauty but its truth or beauty is not 
its value. To judge a thing to be true is to judge simply that 
it is true ; we can assign value to it by a further judgment 
based on the consideration of its truth. But to judge of a 
thing that it is good is to assign value to it by the very same 
judgment. We think therefore that truth or beauty has value 
but goodness itself is value. 

It may be said that when goodness is supposed to be a 
form of value, it is used in the more restricted sense of moral 
goodness and although goodness in general may be identical 
with value, moral goodness is only a species of it co-ordinate 
with beauty and truth. But we are obliged to maintain, even 
if we admit that non-moral things can be good, that when 
we predicate moral goodness of a thing, we assign by the same 
judgment value to it. When we have found a thing to be 
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morally good, we need make no advance in our thought to 
discover that it has value. But when we have found a thing 
to be true, we may just stop there without being able to 
understand that it has value. It seems clear to us that 
judgments of truth are not judgments of value. Every 
moral judgment however is a judgment of value. The 
way of looking at things which makes us see the truth of a 
proposition is essentially different from the way in which we 
look at a thing in order to find out whether it has value. 

In any case, goodness or moral goodness seems to us to 
be the essential form of value, if not the only form of real 
value. We may very well remain indifferent to many pro- 
positions which we know to be true. A beautiful object may 
be recognised as such, but one may still pass it by. And 
even if he fails to And in himself any emotional reaction, 
which is called appreciation following upon the intellectual 
cognition of beauty, we do not think he will thereby become 
an object of general condemnation. He is simply unable to 
enjoy a kind of pleasure, that is all ; but for aught we know, 
he may still be a good man. One cannot however remain so 
indifferent to a moral question without lowering himself in 
his own estimation as well as in the estimation of others. 
We are called upon, as we have seen, to he moral in a sense 
in which we are not required to be seekers after truth or appre- 
ciators of beauty. We do not mean to assert that truth and 
beauty have no value and are not valued by men. What we 
mean to emphasise is that their value does not appear to be so 
primary and fundamental as that of morality. The value of 
morality is felt with a directness and urgency not associated 
with the value of truth or of beauty. 

We are however not directly concerned here about the 
value of truth or that of beauty but having admitted that a 
moral judgment is a judgment of value, we want to determine 
if, and in what sense, values as such can be objective. In 
the philosophical literature of recent times the conception of 
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value has been brought much to the foreground. People 
have contended that in our notion of value we have got ‘ a 
clue to the ultimate nature of reality,’ It is even asserted 
that this has been the fundamental contention of all idealis- 
tic philosophies since Kant’s time. But whoever wishes to 
make any metaphysical application of the concept of value 
must be sure that its objectivity is beyond question. If it 
be only a subjective fancy, without a basis in fact, it is vain 
to seek in our notion of value ‘a clue to the ultimate nature 
of reality.’ In point of fact those who have given any meta- 
physical treatment to the problem of value have generally 
upheld that value is non-subjective in its character. Let us 
consider here the views of some of these writers on this point 
and see what light we can gain from them for the solution 
of the problem we have proposed to ourselves in this chapter. 

The view of Prof. Moore in this connexion seems to be 
very definite. In his paper on the “ Nature of Intrinsic 
Values,” he has made a distinction between the objectivity 
and the internality of values. In his opinion those who are 
opposed to the view that values are subjective, do not simply 
mean to maintain that they are merely objective, since they 
are equally opposed to a view which gives an objective in- 
terpretation of values. The evolutionary view of goodness, 
according to which to be better is to belong to a type which 
tends to be favoured by the struggle for existence more than 
another, is essentially objective. But yet all those who object 
to a subjective view of goodness and insist upon its objectivity 
would object just as strongly to this interpret ation as to any 
subjective interpretation. So it seems what they mean to 
maintain is not simply that values are objective but that 
they are intrinsic. “ To say that a kind of value is intrinsic 
means merely that the question whether a thing possesses it 
and in what degree it possesses it depends solely on the in- 
trinsic nature of the thing in question.” Goodness in the 
evolutionary view will not be intrinsic, since it clearly depends 
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on circumstances and the law of nature. We see therefore 
that the intrinsic value of a thing depends exclusively on its 
intrinsic nature and is in no sense borrowed from its relation 
to any other thing, conscious or unconscious, human or divine. 
Is the intrinsic value of a thing, then, like its intrinsic pro- 
perty, seeing that the intrinsic property of a thing also 
depends solely upon its intrinsic nature ? So far as their 
dependence upon the intrinsic nature of the thing goes, they 
are no doubt absolutely alike, but we should be wrong if from 
their similarity in this respect, we were to infer identity in 
all respects. Prof. Moore recognises some difference between 
them, although he finds it difficult to explain precisely in 
what that difference consists. He has however been able to 
draw a distinction between them which appears to be quite 
clear and intelligible but which seems to invalidate the whole 
conception of value as intrinsic. He is of opinion that the 
intrinsic properties of a thing can describe its intrinsic na- 
ture in a sense in which predicates of value cannot. “ If you 
could enumerate all the intrinsic properties a given thing 
possessed you would have given a complete description of it, 
and would not need to mention any predicates of value it 
possessed ; whereas no description of a given thing could be 
complete which omitted any intrinsic property ” {Philoso- 
phical Studies, p. 274). 

Now if the intrinsic properties of a thing can completely 
describe its intrinsic nature without mentioning a single 
predicate of value, then it is difficult to understand 
in what sense values can be intrinsic to the thine 
When all the intrinsic properties are given, the whole thing 
seems to be entirely exhausted and nothing is left over to 
which value may be attached. Value cannot at least be 
supposed to reside in the thing. If it were inherent in the 
thing, no description would be complete in which it was not 
counted. And since a description of a thing may be complete 
without mentioning any of its supposed intrinsic values, one 
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may venture to think that these values are not intrinsic in 
any intelligible sense. When we can know a thing exhaus-, 
tively in terms of the intrinsic properties among which value 
has no place, we can safely assert that value does not form 
any part of the thing. It may be that the question whether 
a thing possesses or does not possess any particular value is 
determined solely by the intrinsic nature of the thing, but 
so long as we are ready to admit that value does not enter 
even in our fullest knowledge about the thing we cannot 
maintain that it has any being in the thing. And if it is not 
there in the thing, then metaphysically speaking, it is not 
objective in an ordinary sense. If the thing really has the 
value we ascribe to it, why should we not then find it in the 
thing? The fact that we do not find it there irresistibly suggests 
that in all probability it does not exist in the thing taken 
by itself. 

It cannot be supposed that it is not necessary for value 
to appear in our descriptive knowledge, that it will be suffi- 
cient if we can find it in our appreciative knowledge. Tor 
this will make value dependent on our appreciation, which 
is not certainly a part of the intrinsic nature of the thing 
to which value is ascribed, and as such, value will cease to 
be intrinsic. It may be suggested that although the intrinsic 
value depends for its being solely on the intrinsic nature of 
the thing, it may still depend on our appreciation for its 
being discovered or known. 

But it is a fact admitted on all hands that only disin- 
terested enquiry succeeds in determining the true nature of 
any object. True knowledge is that knowledge which is not 
coloured by any subjective interest. When disinterested 
knowledge fails to discover any value in a thing we cannot 
still persist in saying that it is there. If we find that the 
value of a thing arises whenever our knowledge is interested 
or appreciative, have we then no grounds to suppose that 
it depends on our interest and is not therefore intrinsic ? 
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Prof. Mackenzie too has argued against the purely object- 
ive view of values. He has criticized the view of Prof. Moore 
that value or good resembles yellow in being a purely object- 
ive characteristic and has shown that criticism cannot affect 
our perceptual judgments while our judgments of value are 
substantially modified by it, “ If what I see is yellow, it is 
vain to try to convince me that it is anything else. You 
may convince me that it is only because my eye is jaundiced 
that it appears to me as yellow. It remains true however 
that it presents itself to me as yellow. Now, it does not 
appear that a similar contention applies to good or value. 
You may convince me that what I think good or beautiful is 
not really good or beautiful” (Ultimate Values, pp. 122-23). 
Our appreciation depends on our cultural training. Some 
may even prefer Pope to Keats whereas the verdict of en- 
lightened criticism is entirely different. A play of Euripides, 
which is a thing of beauty to competent judges, may not 
appear particularly attractive to the average school boy. A 
change in the subjective attitude seems to bring about a 
change in the object of appreciation. Hence it appears that 
we cannot remain content with a purely objective interpreta- 
tion of value. But the subjective interpretation of value 
appears to be no more satisfactory. Value in this interpreta- 
tion is supposed to lie not in the object but in the subjective 
feeling of pleasure. But to be pleased we must be pleased 
with something. Pleasure without any object would be quite 
meaningless. We ascribe value to that which we like or with 
which we are pleased. But although it may be true that 
value does not appear unless we like something, it is no less 
true that it is not our liking that we like. “ Thus we seem 
to be led away from the purely subjective conception of value, 
just as we were led away from the purely objective one ” 
(ibid, p. 135). So the correct view about value according 
to Prof. Mackenzie is that it has both an objective and a 
subjective aspect. Let us try to understand this position. 
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Value is here clearly supposed to have two aspects — one 
subjective and the other objective. But what is it itself ? 
Now a thing cannot be separated from its aspects. If a thing 
really has some aspects and if none of them is borrowed from 
our way of looking at it, these aspects must be then considered 
as part of the thing itself. If however the aspects are only 
our ways of looking at the thing, then the thing cannot 
properly be said to have them. Now if value really has these 
aspects (subjective and objective), it must itself be character- 
ised by the nature of these aspects. That is to say, value 
itself must be both subjective and objective. But what can 
we make of this statement? Our ideas of subjectivity and 
objectivity are fundamentally different from each other and they 
cannot both be applied to one and the same thing without giving 
rise to a contradiction. A thing cannot in the same sense be 
called both subjective and objective. If either of the predicates 
is applied tq, it, the other is hereby excluded. We can only 
suppose that value is partly objective and partly subjective. 
But the trouble is that we are not acquainted with any such 
metaphysical hybrid. Value appears to be a unique and 
simple notion and in it we cannot distinguish two parts 
residing in two different and mutually exclusive hemispheres. 
In our judgments of values we do not refer some part of value 
to the mind and some part of it to the object. We refer it 
wholly to the object. 

At the same time no one can ignore the difficulties which 
Prof. Mackenzie has pointed out and which one has to meet 
if one is to take either the subjective or the objective view 
exclusively. These considerations perhaps led Prof. Alexander 
to think that value belongs neither to the subject nor to the 
object but to an amalgam of both. "There is no truth nor, 
goodness nor beauty in reality by itself.” Facts are true 
only in relation to the mind which believes them. Things 
are good so far as they can be used to subserve our purpose. 
A landscape is beautiful only for a contemnlative mind. 
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“ We have values or tertiary qualities,” he says, “ in respeht 
of the whole situation consisting of knower and known in 
their compresence. Strictly speaking, it is this totality of 
knower and known, of subject and object, which is true, good 
or beautiful. The tertiary qualities are not objective like 
the secondary ones, nor peculiar to mind and thus subjective 
like consciousness, nor are they like the primary qualities 
common both to subjects and objects. They are subject-object 
determinations ” (Space, Time and Deity, Vol. II, p. 238). 
It seems very clear that Prof. Alexander does not regard 
values as objective in the ordinary sense of this term but it 
is not so clear, although he is sure to repudiate the suggestion, 
that he is not inclined to a subjective point of view. 
When the whole sphere of thought and existence is divided 
into subject and object without leaving a remainder, and 
value is seen to have no objective existence, it seems but 
natural that it should be referred to the subjective side. 
If a landscape in and by itself has no beauty and if beauty, to 
be beauty, must always be felt, then it appears safe to con- 
clude that beauty is only a mode of our feeling, falsely 
ascribed to an outside object. Prof. Alexander is very definite 
that pleasantness is no property of sugar, because the pleasure 
which sugar gives me is only an affection of myself ; but he 
thinks that our “ appreciation of the beauty of a poem, while 
it carries with it all kinds of sensible pleasures, though it is 
itself a pleasing act of mind, is a reaction to some thing in 
the poem itself.” But cannot our pleasant experience of the 
taste of sugar be interpreted in terms of a reaction to some- 
thing in sugar itself ? There must be, of course, something 
in the poem itself which determines our experience or 
appreciation of it as a thing of beauty. But is the apprecia- 
tion, which is in this case another name for our experience 
of beauty, anything but a mental reaction, even though it is 
a reaction to something in the poem itself ? If this be not 
subjective because it is determined by something in the 
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object, then pleasantness also may not be subjective, since 
our experience of pleasure is determined by the object. If, 
on the contrary, pleasantness is only subjective, may not one 
then think that beauty also is subjective ? 

What Prof. Alexander has expressly said is that value 
belongs to the amalgam of subject and object, that is, to a 
whole in which subject and object are both included. But 
this goes directly against the evidence of our experience. We 
do not value a picture in. conjunction with a contemplating 
spectator. We attach value, rightly or wrongly, to the 
picture itself and not also to the person who looks upon it. 
It may be that the picture comes to be recognized as 
valuable only through my appreciation, but the value, if 
there is any value at all, belongs to the picture itself and not 
to the-picture-with-myself or the myself-with-the-picture. 
The appreciator sets value upon things and not also upon 
himself in the same act. 

Prof. Alexander speaks of the compound whole of subject 
and object to which strictly speaking value belongs. But it 
is very much to be doubted whether there can be a real 
compound whole in which subject and object may enter as 
constituent’elements. If the whole universe is divided be- 
tween subject and object, then the third something which is 
to be a compound of them both is not only non-existent but 
unthinkable : since if we could think of it, it would forth- 
with become an object and would not remain the whole of 
subject and object. 

Even if we admit that there is such a whole, we have 
still to ask: In what sense does value belong to it? It 
cannot belong in an ordinary sense to a thing which is never 
valued. And we have already seen that no body ever values 
the whole of subject and object but only a part of it, namely, 
the object. Prof. Alexander seems to recognise this fact. 
He says that in each such whole we can distinguish on the 
one side the object of value and on the other the valuing 
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subject. Value here seems to belong in different senses to 
different parts and in no sense perhaps to the whole. The 
subject only evaluates things and the work of valuation is no 
doubt his ; but there is a distinction between valuation and 
value. There is no dispute about the metaphysical character 
of valuation which is psychical and belongs to the subject. 
But we want to know whether value which we assign to 
objects is really objective and our problem will not be solved 
if we are simply told that it appears whenever the subject and 
the object come together in a particular fashion. 

Dr. Turner in his book on the Philosophic Basis of Moral 
Obligation has accepted value as an ethical criterion and he 
recognises that ‘ without objectivity Ethic has no meaning ’ 
(Hartmann). He is anxious therefore to give an objective 
interpretation of value, but he is conscious at the same time 
that ‘ value is at first experienced in and through some mode 
of gratification,’ that there is ‘ some direct connection 
between every actual satisfaction and true value.’ In a word 
he recognises the fact that we generally assign value to that 
which satisfies our desire. But he thinks that this fact has 
some profound objective implication. “ From such an essen- 
tially objective point of view desire is seen to imply some 
incompleteness and satisfaction (on the other hand) its 
removal; and in correspondence with this value — again as 
objective — takes the general form of the power or capacity 
to confer some measure of realisation or completion ” (p. 
147). Satisfaction, which appears to be the basis of valuation, 
means the removal of incompleteness implied by desire and 
value as objective properly belongs to that which contributes 
to wholeness. 

In his view of value as objective. Dr. Turner seems to 
have followed Bosanquet, according to whom also the whole is 
the ultimate criterion of value. Bosanquet is of opinion that 

“ positive pleasure and all satisfaction depends on the 

character of logical stability of the whole inherent in the 
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objects of desire and that what in this sense is more real, 
that is, more at one with itself, and the whole (e.g., free from 
contradiction) is also the experience in which the mind obtains 
the more durable and coherent satisfaction and more complete- 
ly realises itself ” {The Principle of Individuality and Value, 
pp. 298-99). The whole is the supreme standard of value. It 
is always the unit by which the value of a thing is judged 
but it is not itself ever estimated by anything else. 

Now a thing will be ordinarily called a whole if there is 
no structural deficiency in it. But it is possible to conceive 
of a thing which has no such deficiency in it but which never- 
theless is positively evil in its tendency. Far from making it 
good, the wholeness of a thing of this nature will only aggra- 
vate its evil character. 

But we shall he reminded that the wholeness which is the 
supreme standard of value is not the partial, relative whole- 
ness of particular, finite things, but the wholeness of the ulti- 
mate reality. Such a criterion however is properly appli- 
cable only in the case of the whole. But the whole is supposed 
to be neither good nor evil. We value everything else by it 
but it is not itself valued. If this is so, then it appears there 
is no value in the world. The whole has no value, because it 
is the criterion of value and there is no other criterion by 
which its value may be determined. The parts also cannot 
have any value because being only parts, they- can never 
satisfy the criterion of wholeness which is the standard of 
value. 

It may be said that what has value is not the whole but 
that which contributes to the whole. There is a distinction 
between wholeness and contributoriness to wholeness ; the 
former belongs to the whole, but the latter, which is properly 
the meaning of value, belongs to parts. 

We do not know if this distinction is always clearly made 
and maintained. But even when this distinction is made, we 
do. not think we have made any appreciable advance towards 
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have a place in the whole and make its own contribution to 
it. So contributoriness to the whole is a characteristic which 
belongs equally to all things in the world ; and if this were 
the sole criterion of value, everything would have the same 
value. But to attach equal value to all things is to value 
nothing at all. It cannot be said that what makes greater 
contribution to the whole will be for that reason considered 
as more important : for we have no means of determining the 
greatness of any contribution. Contributoriness to the whole, 
which is present in the case of every contribution, cannot 
itself determine the greatness of any contribution. We must 
find out some other principle to determine the greatness of a 
contribution. Evidently that contribution to the whole will 
be greater in which the character of the whole is more ade- 
quately represented. We again come to wholeness as the 
criterion of value. And this criterion, we have seen, is not 
easy to apply nor is it sufficient to bring out the special signi- 
ficance of value. 

These writers recognise also a close connexion between 
satisfaction and value. But satisfaction has always reference 
to our needs and desires. If one does not feel the pain of 
want, of whatever sort it may be, one will not also feel the 
pleasure of satisfaction. But different people have needs of 
very different character and satisfaction seems entirely to be a 
personal matter. In fact we find that different people find 
satisfaction in different things and, consequently, widely differ 
in their valuation of them. A defaced postage stamp has no 
value for ordinary people but it may have a very high value 
for a stamp collector. So it seems that if we connect value 
with satisfaction which appears in every case to be personal, 
we shall never succeed in discovering any objectivity in 'value. 
A thing of value may and indeed does satisfy us in some 
sense. But the fact is that it satisfies us because it has value 
and not that it has value because it satisfies us. Our being^ 
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satisfied with anything may sometimes serve us as the test, 
but is never the meaning, of its value. Bosanquet admits 
that a man may be satisfied when he is drunk but he contends 
that his satisfaction is not satisfactory. But how are we to 
understand — and who is to determine — whether anything is 
satisfactory ? Can we define satisfactoriness without any 
reference to satisfaction ? Will any thing be satisfactory if 
it does not satisfy anybody ? In order that I may under, 
stand any thing to be satisfactory, is it not enough that I 
should be satisfied with it ? If satisfaction is not to be a 
criterion by which the satisfactoriness of a thing may be 
judged, why should we call it satisfactory at all ? Moreover, 
as Prof. Alexander points out, satisfactoriness is not a quality 
residing in things which they have over and above their 
primary and secondary qualities. 

We are glad to have the weighty support of these dis- 
tinguished writers in favour of our view that real value is 
objective. But we do not feel sure that their treatment of 
the subject has secured to value an objectivity which is abso- 
lutely obvious. On the other hand, however, there are no 
conclusive arguments to show that value is subjective. To 
say that value is subjective is to say that things have no value 
at all. This would render our very consciousness of value 
a thing of inexplicable mystery. 

It is sometimes said that value depends on our apprecia- 
tion, that the value of a thing consists in its being appreciat- 
ed by us. A thing left to itself has no value. It gets value 
when it is appreciated ; our appreciation gives it its value, 
and appreciation is subjective. 

But although it may be admitted that we find value 
whenever there is appreciation, it cannot be determined 
whether we appreciate a thing because it has value or it has 
value because we appreciate it. Simply from the conjunc- 
tion of value and appreciation, we get no clue whatever as 
to the validity of either alternative. 
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To appreciate is not to create value bat simply to be 
conscious of it. When we appreciate things we are not 
conscious of any produc tion or generation of value which 
either goes out to objects or remains hovering over the field 
of consciousness. It is true that appreciation requires that 
there should be a subject who appreciates ; but no less does 
it require, as Prof. Mackenzie has pointed out, that there 
should be some object to be appreciated. But even if appre- 
ciation be wholly subjective, one is not bound to accept that 
value also is subjective, inasmuch as no one ever thinks that 
value is identical wtih appreciation or that it is appreciation 
which has value. It is the value of a thing that is appreciat- 
ed ; but appreciation itself is not the value. Just as there 
is a distinction between a thing which is seen and our seeing 
of it, so is there a like distinction between value which is 
appreciated and our appreciation of it. In any case it can- 
not be said that our appreciation gives value to things. We 
do not first appreciate things and thereupon become cons- 
cious of their value, but our appreciation itself is the recog- 
nition of the value which is in them. Our common sense 
view is that things themselves possess the value we recognise 
in them ; it is not simply borrowed from our appreciation. 

If value is objective, it may be asked, why should dif. 
ferent people attribute different values to one and the same 
thing ? But the fact that different values are attributed to 
one and the same object does not prove that values are not 
objective ; it only shows that our judgments of value differ 
from one another and that they cannot all be equally true. 
When a person at a certain level of culture finds new values 
in things which are not perceived by his less advanced con- 
temporaries, we are not to think that the values, which 
he finds, are created by him or that they are only the reflec- 
tions of his cultured mind. Culture does not endow men 
with some magic power to change the true aspects of things. It 
onlv eives them a truer insight into the essence of things. 
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If it were otherwise, if culture only perverted the native 
faculty in us to see things as they are, the only sensible 
course for us to follow would be to keep ourselves as far away 
as possible from the pernicious influence of culture and edu- 
cation. Our common belief is not that we only acquire new 
illusions by means of culture but that our view of things is 
broadened and deepened by it, is made clearer and truer and 
therefore more trustworthy. If the judgment of an uneducated 
rustic about any particular object does not agree with the 
judgment of a cultured individual about the very same object, 
the only possible conclusion from this is not that both the 
judgments are equally true or that the judgment of the rus- 
tic is the true one. If both the judgments were to be taken 
as true, then we should have reason to think that the judg- 
ments in question are only the statements of the personal 
feelings of the persons who have made the judgments. But 
we can more reasonably suppose that only one of the judg- 
ments is true and that it is the judgment of the man of 
culture rather than that of the rustic which is likely to 
be true. 

Our judgments can properly differ only when they are 
made about a common object, but if they are only the trans- 
criptions of our personal feelings, they cannot rationally give 
rise to any discussion or dispute. In fact if values were sub- 
jective, there would be no genuine criticism of art or poetry. 
We should then leave the sphere of knowledge behind and 
wander aimlessly in the land of mere opinion where there is 
nothing either true or false determined by any objective cri- 
terion, but only personal feelings to be given out in the 
erroneous forms of objective judgments. 

We have already seen why we cannot say either that 
values are both subjective and objective or that they are only 
subject-object determinations. We have just seen the diffi- 
culties which prevent us from regarding them as subjective. 
The only alternative that we can adopt is that values are 
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objective. But the sense in which we take them to be objec- 
tive may not be the sense in which the term objective is un- 
derstood by naive realism or ordinary common sense. Never- 
theless we shall try to show that our meaning of the term ob- 
jective is in no way illegitimate or unusual. 

We have seen that the arguments urged against the view 
that values are objective are not quite conclusive. So if one 
were to maintain that the value of a thing resides in the thing 
itself quite independently of what anybody may feel about 
it, we do not know how he can be refuted. But while we 
cannot by arguments prove that the value of a thing is not 
objective, just as its properties are, our idea of value seems to 
be such that we cannot regard it as residing in things taken 
by themselves, quite in the sense in which their properties lie 
inherent in them. Even such distinguished Realists as Prof. 
G. E. Moore and Prof. S. Alexander do not think of value 
quite in the same way as they would think of the intrinsic 
properties of things. Prof. Alexander expressly says that 
there is no value in things taken by themselves. It is well 
to recognise the element of truth contained in their treatment 
of value, although we fail to be satisfied with their solution 
of the problem. In what sense then is value objective if it is 
not to be found in things taken by themselves ? 

We know that things in the world are related to one 
another and most, if not all, of their so-called objective 
properties only express the relations in which they stand 
to other objects. They have these properties because they 
are related to other things and if they were left to themselves, 
that is, if they were not related to any thing at all, they 
M'ould not have these properties in any intelligible sense. 
Let us take an example. We may very well describe some 
men as fathers. This description of a man as a father is 
of course never exhaustive; but it is nevertheless a descrip- 
tion. We suppose that he has the property of fatherhood. 
Now the property of fatherhood is by no means subjective. 
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The man who says that so and so is a father does not thereby 
only express an attitude of his mind towards him but he 
speaks of a character which the latter actually possesses. 
But the man who is called a father is a father because of 
his special relation to another person who is his son or 
daughter. He would not be a father if he were not so related. 
If he were alone in the universe we could not think of 
him as a father. It is no use saying that if a man is really 
a father, he is so even when left alone in the world. This 
only means that when we have conceived him in a particular 
relation, we cannot at the same time think of him as out of 
the relation. But it is impossible to think of a man as a 
father without relating him at the same time to somebody 
else who is outside of himself. We conclude therefore that 
fatherhood is a property which is no doubt objective but 
which nobody in the world would possess if he were 
left wholly to himself. It is relative but not subjective. 

We should therefore modify our idea of objectivity. By 
objective we should not understand only these aspects of things 
which can be found in them taken by themselves, but also 
those other real aspects which they come to acquire and 
exhibit by being related to one another. The characteristic 
which a thing possesses by virtue of its relation to some other 
thing is not less truly its own than the characteristic, if there 
be any, which it possesses by itself. The idea of objectivity 
which we are here trying vaguely to define is not altogether 
new or strange. It is in this sense that fatherhood is object- 
ive, that truth is objective. Nobody would ever say that 
truth is not objective. But we know that truth is not 
a property of things nor of ideas taken by themselves. Our 
ideas without any reference to any thing outside them would 
be neither true nor false. They are true because and in so 
far as they are in correspondence with facts. Nobody can 
say that truth is not a characteristic of anything at all or 
that it can be the characteristic of anything taken by itself. 
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Our conception of truth as the property of ideas in corres- 
pondence with facts is, I think, strictly objective. 

Our idea of objectivity should therefore include all those 
aspects of things which can be defined by their relation to 
other things that have objective existence. Here by objective 
existence we understand that sort of existence which is not 
identical with the existence of a mental state ; that is, a thing 
can be supposed to have objective existence when its existence 
is not identical with the existence of a mental state. Now 
truth as the property of ideas in correspondence with facts 
is objective because it is defined by the relation of ideas to 
facts whose existence is not identical with the existence of 
some mental state. If on the contrary truth were defined 
as the property of anything that is simply felt as true, it 
would not at all be objective, inasmuch as it would then 
be defined by the relation of something to some feeling which 
is a mental state. 

It is precisely in this sense that the objectivity or the 
subjectivity of value should be understood. We have seen 
that value does not reside in things in themselves. It is 
evidently a characteristic which some things exhibit when they 
are viewed in relation to some other thing. If we think that 
things have value only in relation to our desire or satisfaction, 
our view would be subjective, inasmuch as desire or satisfac- 
tion is only a mental state. Such a view however has been 
found to be quite unacceptable. 

We think that in every judgment of value some ideal 
is implied and a thing is considered valuable in so far as it 
realises or approximates to the ideal. The ideal may not 
be present in the mind of the judging subject in the form 
of a fully developed picture, but it is something which every 
one of us must presuppose in order that he may be able to 
give a rational account of his judgments of value. The meta- 
physical implications of such judgments need not, as Eashdall 
points out, be “more apparent than any other metaphysical 
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truths which are nevertheless no less really implicit in the 
ordinary thoughts of ordinary persons.” If there is no ideal 
whatever to be realised in life, we do not understand why 
anything then should appear to us either good or bad. We 
need not anticipate here all that we have to say about the 
ideal. We wish here only to maintain that no judgment 
of value is possible without a standard of value and the 
ultimate standard of value is the ideal in relation to which 
alone things can and do appear as good. 

If that ideal exists only as a mental state, then our judg- 
ment of value based upon it will never he objective. In 
every judgment of true value we feel that the ideal is not 
simply a mental image or picture which we have arbitrarily 
formed in our mind, but that it has got a being and authority 
which it is impossible for us to grant to a mere mental state. 
Our judgments of moral values at least are such as can never 
be taken as less than objective. If the moral predicate ‘good’ 
is to be understood as objective, it must be so understood 
in reference to some ideal which is itself objective. Our 
moral judgments imply, and reveal to us, an ideal that cannot 
be ignored. The profound sense of loyalty that every genuine- 
ly moral agent feels as due to this ideal would be simply 
impossible and altogether unintelligible, if the ideal were a 
mere mental state. 



CHAPTER IV 


The Ideal. 

We have seen in our last chapter that the objectivity of 
value depends on the objectivity of the ideal which is implied 
in all judgments of value. We have also seen that all our 
moral judgments cannot be absolutely false. That something 
is good must absolutely and indubitably be true. Now if the 
judgment “ That is good,” understood in a moral sense, 
must be true, at least in some cases, then the objectivity of 
moral values has to be accepted as a fact. If, then, values 
are objective, even in some cases, the ideal, which determines 
such values, must also be objective. This conclusion can be 
avoided only if one supposes that our judgments of value do 
not imply any ideal, or that the ideal implied by them is only 
a subjective ideal. We have already said something to show 
why we think, that our judgments of value do imply some 
ideal and that the ideal implied by them cannot be a subjec- 
tive ideal. We shall now attempt here to reinforce our pre- 
vious arguments by emphasising certain facts which appear 
to us to be quite indisputable. 

First of all let us see what consequences would follow if 
one were to suppose that there is no reference to any ideal in 
our judgments of value. This position may be interpreted in 
two different ways. This may either mean that when some- 
thing is judged to be good there is no reference whatever to 
any thing outside the thing (which is judged to be good) or 
that there is such a reference but the thing referred to is not 
in any sense the ideal of which we are speaking here. 
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Now if we suppose that there is no reference whatever to 
any thing outside the thing which is judged to be good, then 
we shall have to accept the position that a thing can be good 
in and by itself. But a thing in and by itself does not show 
goodness as part of its intrinsic property, which would surely 
have been the case, if the contention that a thing in and by 
itself can be good, were right. We never find goodness lying 
side by side with the intrinsic properties which a thing 
judged to be good is found to possess. When we know that a 
thing is completely exhausted if all its intrinsic properties 
are given, among which goodness is not one, it is easy to 
understand that goodness does not fall within the being of the 
thing taken by itself. We have seen all this in considering 
Prof. Moore’s position with regard to intrinsic values. If 
we still hold fast to the view that any thing can be good in and 
by itself we shall be reduced to the absurd position of suppos- 
ing that goodness is intrinsic or part of the nature of a thing 
even when it is not an intrinsic property, although intrinsic 
properties exhaust the whole nature of the thing. In plain 
words, we shall have to think that there is goodness in a thing 
even when it is not found to be there. 

If any one maintains that when he looks at a table and 
finds it to be good, he finds it to be so quite in the same sense 
as he finds it to be oblong, we do not know how we can refute 
him. We can only ask him to be honest with himself and 
more rigorous in his self-examination. But if he still persists 
in saying that he discovers goodness in the table absolutely in 
the same sense as he finds a particular shape in it, we must 
content ourselves with saying that we do not consider it to 
be a fact. A table as a physical thing consists of the form 
and the material we find to be there. The entire being of a 
table is completely exhausted when the form it has and the 
material of whioh it is made are given. Nothing seems to be 
left over which can specifically be described as goodness. 
It may be said that a table cannot be just a table ; it must 
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be either a good table or a bad oae. But we thiak that a 
table by itself must be just a table and uothiug more. It 
may be called either good or bad according as it serves or 
does not serve the purpose for which it is made. But the 
purpose surely is extraneous to the table itself. We find 
therefore that whenever any thing is called good there must 
be some reference to something outside the thing which is 
called good. 

Now even if it is granted that in a judgment of value 
there is some reference to something outside the thing which 
is judged to be good, we cannot at once conclude that the 
admitted reference is to some supersensible ideal ; we can, one 
may imagine, think with more plausibility that the reference 
is to our felt needs and desires or to our pleasures and pains 
or even to our mere intuition of goodness. That is to say, one 
may think that a thing is called good (i) because it fulfils our 
desire, or satisfies our need or (ii) because it gives us pleasure 
and saves us from pain or (in) because it is simply felt or 
intuited as good. Let us examine these alternatives one by one. 

There is perhaps some distinction between needs and 
desires. A student negligent in his studies may be in need 
of some rebuke from his teacher but he may not desire it ; 
on the other hand he may desire things which ho does not 
need. But here the need for rebuke is not determined by 
the student himself. If he himself felt the need, he would 
have desired it ; and when one desires any thing the thing 
desired certainly appears to be really needed by him. In any 
case, if we ignore for the present the larger question of 
whether or not we have in fact any needs at all which are not 
purely the products of our desires, we have to admit that all 
our needs express themselves in the form of desires. If a 
rational self-conscious being feels no desire for any thing, we 
cannot say that he has any need at all. It is perhaps possible 
in theory to become aware of needs which have not yet given 
rise to any conscious desire. But in point of fact it is very 
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difficult, if not impossible, to dissociate any felt need from 
an incipient process of desire. So for our purpose it would 
perhaps be best to consider in this connection only the claim 
of desire to determine the goodness or badness of things. 

It is not within my competence to undertake a detailed 
and accurate analysis of the phenomenon of desire ; and 
perhaps this is not absolutely necessary for our present 
purpose. So leaving that highly interesting and useful task 
to competent psychologists, we shall only touch upon s'ime 
salient points which seem to be involved in any instance of 
desire. We find that whenever a person desires any thing 
he posits something in idea and feels in himself an inward 
urge for making it actual. That is to say, in order to be 
able to desire any thing, we must have some idea of the thing 
to be desired and it must not yet be a fact present before us. 
The conflict between fact and idea produces a tension which 
appears in all cases to be the essence of desire. We have no 
instance of desire if we simply conceive something in idea, 
for the actualisation of which our soul does not put forward 
any demand however faint. We have simply an idea or 
imagine something and there the matter ends. We find that 
no conflict ensues or makes itself felt simply on the occurrence 
of any chance idea. The thing conceived in idea must assume 
for us the aspect of goodness before we can rationally demand 
that it should exist. And when no such demand is there, 
there is no conflict which is the essence of desire. We see 
therefore that it is not the presence of a mere idea, which is 
not yet a fact, that accounts for, or is the meaning or the 
essence of, desire. The thing conceived in idea must be 
understood as good before any rational demand can be made 
for its existence. The truth of this statement is further 
evidenced by the fact that nobody ever demands the existence 
of a thing which he understands to be positively evil. 

If our analysis is so far correct, then we find that a thing 
must be, or appear to be, good in order that it may be the 
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object of any desire. Desire is here seen to depend upon 
goodness and we cannot make goodness depend upon desire. 
When we find that a thing must be understood as good before 
there can be any desire relating to it, it is very clear that the 
thing must be understood as good quite independently of any 
desire that may follow upon such understanding. So the 
supposed reference to desire in our judgments of value seems 
wholly chimerical. 

It may be suggested that our analysis of desire is not 
correct and that it is not necessary that a thing should be 
understood as goed before it can be desired. But in that 
case it would remain altogether incomprehensible why we 
should demand that something should exist or be ours when 
nothing is understood as regards its value. That we may be 
wrong — and so open to correction — in our understanding any 
thing as good is quite intelligible; but that this understanding 
as the bisis of all rational desires should not be there, is a 
position which we do not comprehend. 

Even if we suppose that all our desires are irrational, 
we cannot understand that a thing should be good merely 
because it is desired. If a thing is originally devoid of all 
goodness ic is inconceivable why it should suddenly be en- 
dowed with this chiraot.eristic when simply a demand has 
been put forward for its existence or for our possession over 
it. If this were a correct position, it would make all our 
judgments of good and bad wholly irrational. Moreover if 
we were to maintain this position we should suppose that to 
be desired is to bo good. But it appears that the meaning 
of goodness can never be the meaning of being an object of 
desire. If “ to be good ” really meant “to be desired ” there 
would be no distinction between good desires and bad desires 
and no one would ever have any cause to regret that his 
desires are wicked because they fly to things which are not 
good. For, when our desire is the only source of goodness — 
when it is the only agency to spread goodness over things-r- 
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there can be no question whatever about its goodness and we 
should not think that any thing can be evil when it is once 
touched by our desire. 

It may appear that by supposing that a thing need not 
be good when it is desired, we are going against our former 
position that a thing must be understood as good before it 
can be desired. But it is not so. We still maintain that un 
implicit understanding of the goodness of a thing must logic- 
ally precede all our rational desires directed towards it. But 
the understanding may very well be wrong. It is sufficient 
for a desire to ensue that a thing should appear as good, 
even though in fact it may not be so. So from the fact that 
a thing is desired we cannot say that it is good, although 
we do say that it must have appeared to be good to the person 
who desired it. But when “ to be desired ** is taken to mean 
“ to be good,” a thing must be good when it is desired. This 
is a position which we do not accept. 

Let us see if our opponent fares any the better when he 
tries to understand goodness in reference to our pleasure and 
pain ; i.e,, when he thinks that a thing which gives us pleasure 
is good and that which gives us pain is bad. It may be 
admitted that what is good must satisfy us in some sense and 
satisfaction is a variety of pleasure by whatever name it may 
be called. But the question here is whether the meaning 
of goodness can be equated with that of pleasure or pleasant- 
ness and whether anything is good solely and simply because 
it gives us pleasure. It is easy to understand that goodness 
and pleasure are not synonymous, that the meaning of good- 
ness is not the meaning of pleasure. Even if we grant that 
pleasure is a good, it cannot be maintained that pleasure is 
the good. 

It is sometimes said that what men seek to realise in this 
world under the name of good is really pleasure only. But 
as many writers have pointed out, nobody ever makes pleasure 
as such the object of his endeavour. We strive after things 
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which are concrete in their character and when we are auccess- 
ful in our efforts, pleasure may follow as a consequence. 
The fact that we never seek to do things which are positively 
and absolutely painful in their effects onlv shows that pain 
as such is not a good, or, at most, that an element of pleasure 
cannot be altogether eliminated from our notion of the 
ideal or the good. But it does not prove that we really take 
good and pleasurable to be identical. Even if it could he 
proved that all people in the world are seekers after pleasure, 
it would by no means follow that pleasure is the good. For 
the good is what we all ought to realise, and no idea about 
it can possibly be obtained from a consideration of what we 
do actually seek to realise in the world. Even the supporters 
of the theory that pleasure is the good have found it necessary 
to distinguish between pleasures and pleasures. The pleasures 
of mind are supposed to be better than the pleasures of sense. 
But pleasures themselves cannot thus be evaluated if pleasure is 
supposed to be the basis of valuation. Some criterion other 
than mere pleasure must be used to judge of the goodness or 
badness of pleasures. Moreover pleasure only indicates how we 
are affected by a thing. It says nothing of the worth of the 
thing by which we are thus pleasantly affected. We see there- 
fore that pleasure cannot bring out the distinctive element of 
worth which is essential to our notion of goodness. What gives 
us pleasure is simply pleasant. We do not understand why we 
should — and how we can — add the further determination of 
goodness to describe what is merely pleasant. What is 
pleasant may happen in some cases to be good also. But the 
logical identity of these two concepts can never be established. 

If we accept either desire or pleasure as the criterion of 
goodness, we shall involve ourselves in hopeless subjectivism. 
As we have already pointed out, desires and pleasures are 
purely personal and vve cannot, with certainty, say beforehand 
what will be desired by a particular person or with what 
thing he will be pleased. What is desired by me may not be 
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desired by you and what pleases me very much may be 
positively unpleasant to you. So, with pleasure or desire as 
our criterion, we shall never be able to decide whether a 
particular thing is either good or bad. We shall have to 
admit that it may be both good and bad according as there are 
persons to be pleased and displeased by it. This will however 
make all rational discussions about these matters impossible. 
We shall be irretrievably lost in mere subjectivism and shall 
never attain to that measure of objectivity which is the 
essence of all science and truth. 

It may be urged that there is nothing to make a thing 
good except our feeling or intuition that it is so. There is 
no doubt about the fact that some things are felt or intuited 
as good. And the only warrant for calling them good is the 
fact that we feel them to he so. We then come to the position 
tliat a thing is good because it is felt to be so. We do not 
know whether this view is held by any philosopher ; but let us 
discuss it at least as a theoretical possibility. The view we 
want to discuss here is not whether goodness can, or cannot, 
be directly felt or intuited, but whether, when a thing is good, 
it is good simply because it is felt to be so. We want to 
ascertain whether the goodness of a thing depends solely upon 
its being felt to be good, when we know that it is neither good 
nor bad in itself. 

It is certain of course that a thing must in some sense be 
felt to be good in order that we may have some presumption 
to think that it is good. But it does by no means follow that 
it is good solely and simply because it is felt to be so. It 
would be very curious if the intuition or the feeling by whieh 
we apprehend goodness of things were also the ground which 
lent goodness to them. When a thing by itself is not good, it 
must be viewed in relation to some other thing before it can be 
known to be good. But the other thing in question can never 
be the intuition itself which apprehends the goodness of the 
thing. For that in relation to which any thing is called good 
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must logically precede our recognition of the thing as good and 
also fall within the view which recognises such goodness ; and 
our act of knowing or feeling any thing to be good can never 
precede itself nor be viewed by itself. Moreover the danger 
of subjectivism which we have noticed above attacks us here 
with even greater force. People differ widely in their feelings 
and intuitions and if a thing could be good simply by being felt 
to be so, any thing might be good and no intelligible discussion 
would be possible between two different persons on this subject. 
The fact that any thing and everything is not and cannot he 
felt to be good at our will only shows that there are objective 
determinations to which we must remain loyal. 

IVe have now considered the different alternatives which 
were suggested, in preference to the ideal, as supplying the 
O' her term in relation to which things might be judged to be 
good, and we have seen that none of those alternatives is 
satisfactory. When these alternatives fail and there is no 
other in the held besides the ideal, we can, it seems, safely 
assert that it is the ideal which determines the goodness of 
things. It may be argued, possibly, that although we are not 
now able to think of any other alternative, there may be some 
other alternative which truly accounts for our judgments of 
value. But to argue in this fashion is to take shelter under 
ignorance, and unless we are told what the other possible 
alternative is, we cannot profitably give any serious considera- 
tion to the suggestion. 

Moreover the ideal appears so clearly to us to be the 
ultimate measure of all our judgments of value that we think 
we shall be justified if we now turn our whole attention to it, 
and try to define and defend our position. 

It is true that the term ideal is one of the vaguest in all 
philosophical literature. It has been used with high appre- 
ciation as well as great disparagement by writers of different 
schools. Sometimes it is equated with the thinnest abstrac- 
tion of the hunaan mind and sometimes it is found to supply 
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the bed>rook of ultimate reality. But inspite of this vague- 
ness and uncertainty in the use of the term, we think that 
with proper qualification it can be made to serve a very use- 
ful purpose. In fact it should be the basis of a true idealism 
that will concern itself not so much with mere ideas but with 
the best in human life and thought. It is in this way that 
true idealism — the philosophy of the ideal— can come to its 
own and make itself significant. 

It will generally be admitted, I think, that all rational 
beings do make and can understand the distinction between 
what is and what should be. And everybody expresses his 
sense and understanding of the ideal in his judgments of what 
should be. We appreciate and call a thing good because it is 
as it should be. We condemn another because it is not what 
it should be. Such appreciation and condemnation unmis- 
takably imply in our mind the presence of some standard in 
the light of which things are appreciated or condemned. If 
there is no such standard, what justification can we have for 
calling any thing either good or bad ? It may be true that 
sometimes things appear to us to be good for which we cannot 
at the moment assign any satisfactory reason. But it does 
not mean that there is no such reason. Sometimes we feel 
that certain arguments are wrong without being able to point 
out the exact fallacies in them. But it does not mean that 
the fallacies are not there or that our feeling that the argu- 
ments are wrong can be taken as the true reason for which 
they should be rejected as false. Common people always 
pass judgments of truth and falsehood without ever being 
conscious of any standard of truth. But this cannot prove 
that there is no standard of truth or that no standard is 
implied by th^iir judgments. Even so, when we fail to find 
out and define the standard by which we have estimated the 
value of a thing we cannot say that the standard is not there. 
So we take it as established that there is some standard by 
which the excelleuce, worth or value of things is determined. 
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This standard of worth or value is what we mean by the ideal. 
The ideal is the standard of value and the actual has worth in 
so far as it embodies the ideal (Encyclopaedia of Religion and 
Ethics, Vol. 7, p. 87). Our general ignorance of the ideal 
does not prove the absence of the ideal ; it only proves the 
general lack of wakeful consciousness in us, as Plato would 
say. Whoever permits himself to think how things should be 
as distinguished from what they are, and makes any judgment 
of the form — “ This is good ” or “ This ought to be done ” 
must admit that there is some ideal. Wo all make such 
judgments and there should be a practical unanimity about 
the presence of the ideal in our thought. There can be — as 
indeed there are — differences of opinion only about the content 
or the concrete nature of the ideal. We shall try in the 
following pages to explain as far as possible our notion of the 
ideal. But in the meantime let us remove certain misconcep- 
tions about it. 

Our view of the ideal at present is very comprehensive. 
We do not mean that because we are using the term ideal, it 
should therefore be taken at once as something very spiritual. 
Whatever we may say of the ideal later on, at this point we 
are only maintaining that the ideal is the standard of good- 
ness and virtue. 

It is sometimes supposed that the ideal is only personal 
and therefore subjective. What is ideal to me may not 
be ideal to you. People are known to cherish and follow 
different ideals in life ; and this is possible only if the ideal is 
something personal and subjective. 

This is an old objection now put in a new form ; and in 
answer we can but repeat what we have already said. We 
have taken the ideal in the sense of the standard of value and 
if value is objective, as we have maintained it is, then the 
standard by which it is judged must also be objective. It is 
impossible for us to determine any thing objective by a purely 
personal standard. The sense of objectivity is ineradicable 
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from our judgmeut of value, and so, unless we are hopelessly 
mistaken in this, the standard by which such value is 
determined must also be equally objective. 

Now if the ideal is objective, how is it that different 
people seem to have different ideals ? Our answer to this 
question is that the ideal is only conceived differently by them. 
The fact that the ideal is differently conceived by different people 
does not make the ideal itself different. We differ from one 
another in our insight into the truth of things ; and according 
to the light that is given us, we conceive the ideal with 
different degrees of adequacy. But there is no doubt in our 
mind that it is the same ideal, the Best, that we are trying to 
envisage in our thought and embody in our life. 

But, it is sometimes asked, where is the ideal ? Is it not 
an exaggerated fancy or, at best, an exalted vision of your 
mind? Does not the ideal exist wholly in a subjective 
medium ? And is it not thereby infected with subjectivity ? 
These questions appear legitimate enough at first sight but 
in fact they proceed from a misunderstanding of the nature 
of the ideal. If the ideal were a mere vision of fancy, 
psychical in its character, we should never have the right or 
authority to condemn any thing in the light of the ideal. It 
is inconceivable that we should think that anything is 
good or" evil, deserving of praise or blame, merely because 
it satisfies or does not satisfy our subjective fancy. We 
feel that the world as well as we ourselves ought to 
conform to the ideal. But if the ideal were only a vision 
it would be utterly incompetent to make this extravagant 
demand on us and the world. What reason can we have 
for demanding that the world should fashion itself after 
the pattern of an imaginary picture ? It is because the 
ideal is not a mere fancy but reality in its urge to re- 
cover itself that we feel justified in demanding that the 
world should be as the ideal is. The vision of the ideal may 
be there but the vision as a psychical phenomenon is not the 
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ideal. That which is reflected in the vision is the ideal and 
that is far from being psychical or subjective. The sense of 
the ideal is the highest grasp or reach of reality through the 
medium of human consciousness and it carries with it the in* 
sistent demand that the world as it is should be remodelled 
into what it ought to be. 

Some people say that the ideal is only a product of social 
habit or custom or even, perhaps, of public opinion and so it 
is illegitimate, they argue, to make any metaphysical use of 
the ideal and to think that some transcendental reality is repre- 
sented in it. We are obliged, however, to dissent from this 
view. We think that the ideal can never be the product of 
social habit or public opinion. By habit we understand some 
settled tendency or practice, A certain way of behaviour by 
constant repitition may become relatively easy and persistent. 
A good part of what we are or do may be put to the credit of 
individual and social habit. Habit has made easy what was 
once difficult, it has made relatively permanent what used to 
take place only now and then. But although habit can ex- 
plain in this sense what we now are, it cannot explain in any 
sense what we ought to be, and our ideal is what we ought to 
be. If we have no idea of ‘ ought ’ it is strange to suppose that 
we shall acquire it merely by habit. Even the animal world 
is subject to the influence of habit but habit surely has not 
supplied them yet with a sense of the ideal. 

The Society may induce or coerce me to do certain things 
with the threat of punishment or the hope of reward. I may 
in my actions be susceptible to the subtler influences of public 
opinion also. But I can never be made by these means to 
think any thing good unless I myself recognise it to be so. 
You can force my action by some means or other, but you can 
never by any means force an ideal upon me unless I freely 
choose it. The flesh is in bondage but the spirit is free. 

We may even grant that we are sometimes influenced by 
others in thinking of the ideal in a particular way. But this 
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does not detract anything from the absoluteness of the ideal 
as such or from the unconditional character of our recogni- 
tion of it. It does not make the ideal dependent in fact 
upon public opinion nor does it reveal the fact that we think 
of the ideal as so dependent. The ideality of the ideal is 
never borrowed from public opinion ; it is beyond the touch of 
all corruption. Only the particular colours which it assumes 
in our eyes may be rightly or wrongly supposed to he there. 
If we are right in our thinking of the ideal in a particular 
way, we are fortunate ; if we are wrong, we ourselves are at 
fault. We may be helped to, or hindered from, a correct 
understanding of the ideal by an intelligent or a perverse 
public opinion. We submit therefore that although people 
living in a community may influence one another in their 
thought about the ideal, it is not proved thereby that the ideal 
itself has no character of its own or that it is simply a pro- 
duct of social habit or public opinion. 

We then assert that the ideal must he posited before any 
thing else is posited in the moral world. Our moral world 
consists of all those thoughts and actions which imply the 
conception of the “ good or “ought.” We recognise this world 
and maintain it in existence by every one of our moral judg- 
ments. The moral world may even he so defined as to be 
made co-extensive with our whole life so far as it is rational. 
Life is nothing if it is not continuously active ; and all acti- 
vity, so far as it is rational, is directed towards the achieve- 
ment of some result which is conceived or felt to he good. 
All our actions are meant to bring about certain changes in 
the existing state of things and if the proposed change is not 
viewed as a good, why should one try to realise it at all ? So 
either we must say that our actions are all irrational or we 
have to admit that we assume something to be good and then 
try to realise it by our actions. Even when there is nothing 
better or higher than simple food and drink, which we seek to 
obtain, we must recognise them as good before we can rationally 
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direct our action towards securing them. Food and drink 
may not be good in themselves, but they are good because 
they support life, and life is viewed as good by most of us. 
When the scientist, or the artist, is after truth, or beauty, for 
its own sake, he feels and knows that he is trying to realise 
something which is of supreme value. Thus it appears that 
the moral world is not a secluded area to which only some 
distinguished individuals are allowed to make their occasional 
visits. It is on the contrary the common possession of all 
rational beings and seems to pervade the whole sphere of our 
thought and activity. 

Even if we limit the extent of the moral world to those 
thoughts and actions only which have clearly and specifically 
to do with our conception of the good, the existence of this 
world remains as incapable of being doubted as the fact of our 
own existence. If the moral world is to be there, the ideal 
must also be there. The ideal gives meaning and significance 
to all our jungments of value. We cannot call anything 
either good or bad, if there is no ideal by which such charac- 
teristics are determined. And if there is nothing good or bad, 
there appears to be no reason why we should try to accom- 
plish anything in the world — why at all we should think, act 
or live. We must either abandon ourselves wholly to the 
necessary and blind operations of the laws of nature and thus 
make ourselves free from all complicity in its work, or we must 
understand and posit something as good and try to realise it 
in the world. If we are to open our lips and raise our hand 
on our own initiative, and, if we are to be rational, it must be 
in the interest of the good, however imperfectly that good 
may be conceived by us. If we are to approve of anything 
or condemn anything we must necessarily assume something 
in the light of which condemnation or approval may appear 
rational. 

It may be said that the standard, which determines our 
judgments of value, need not itself be somewhere real. It 
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should suffice for our purpose if the standard can be described 
in objective terms. When, e.g., we judge that a particular 
figure is a circle, we do not think that the standard of oircu* 
larity is first real in an ideal circle and is then realised in 
the figure before us. We simply mean that the figure before 
us possesses the property of circularity which is objective 
in the sense that it can be described, as it has been done by 
Euclid, in objective terms. 

In answer to this objection it has only to be pointed 
out that the value of a thing is not like the property of 
circularity which can be found in the circle itself and does 
not refer us to anything beyond it. When we speak of the 
value of a thing our attention is not exclusively confined 
to its positive characteristics ; we are forced to think of some 
ideal element which is realised in it and but for which the 
thing would not have any value at all. 

It is certain that in some sense the ideal is. Our whole 
moral life would have to be denied if the being of the ideal 
were to be denied. But the being of the ideal does not 
merely follow, in theory, as a deductive conclusion, from 
the fact of moral experience ; it can, we believe, be even 
empirically found to be present in the consciousness of all 
rational beings. If anybody seriously and honestly asks him- 
self whether there is anything which is really good in itself, 
anything, at least, on account of which things are good or 
bad, we believe he will find in himself a clear answer in the 
affirmative. If the question takes a practical turn and he 
is asked to define what that thing is, he may hesitate and 
fail to give a definitive answer with confidence. But he will 
never take his failure to define the ideal offhand in a satis- 
factory manner as amounting to his denial of its reality. If 
he takes time and is persistent with his questions, he will 
be able, we think, to formulate some notion of the ideal 
which he really follows in his life and conduct. That he 
may not be quite correct in his thought about the ideal is 
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readily admitted but that he will feel that some ideal is there 
and will have some idea about it, if he is really earnest in 
his self-examination, is equally undeniable. 

Just as it is true that the ideal must be real in some 
sense, it is also true that the ideal does not exist as an actual 
fact. Not only is it a fact that the ideal does not exist in 
the sense in which the physical world exists, but it is also 
demanded by the fact of our moral experience that the ideal 
should not exist in this sense. If we examine and exhaust all 
the phenomena of the sensible world, we shall never discover 
our ideal among them. Even if we think we have found our 
ideal in the natural world, it will forthwith lose all its ideality 
and become just a fact or an event like any other in the 
world. If the ideal as such could wholly be precipitated into 
a fact, just present before us, all our moral life would come 
to an end. There would then be nothing to attain to or 
aspire after, and a sort of moral deadlock would certainly 
ensue. But as a matter of fact we find that moral experience 
is there and it implies that the ideal has yet to be realised. 
If we were what we ought to be and if the world were also 
what it ought to be, the characteristic difference between 
‘ ought ’ and ‘ is ’ would not be there and we should have no 
duty to perform either with regard to ourselves or with regard 
to the world. The main impetus to moral activity comes 
from the fact that we are not what we ought to be. In this 
fact lies the root of all moral experience. We find therefore 
that the ideal is never an accomplished fact ; it demands to 
be made actual but it is not so already. The ideal is always 
ahead of us, never behind, or just in front of us. 

But here is an apparent contradiction. We urge that 
the ideal must be real in some sense but we are also obliged 
to admit that the ideal is not real as a fact. How is it then 
real at all ? 

When the question is raised about the reality of the 
ideal we should try to ascertain what sort of reality we really 
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want for it. We should also ascertain whether a thing is 
unreal simply because it is not a fact among other facts 
and does not occur as an event in the series of events which 
make up the natural world. 

In the first place it appears that if we restrict the sphere 
of reality only to those entities which occupy space and occur 
in time, we shall fail to give a satisfactory account of our 
experience. We cannot give an account of experience with- 
out introducing the ideas of relation, quality and universal, 
and they do not appear to be simple members of a spatio- 
temporal series. However we may try to explain these terms 
they do not certainly appear to stand for things which are 
simply the complexes of space and time. Eelations and 
qualities do not exist in space and time in the sense in which 
substances do. A rose may exist here and now. But redness 
is not confined to any particular space or time nor can we 
think that it is spread over all space and time. Similarly 
relations and other universals do not seem to be explicable 
wholly in terms of space and time. We are not concerned at 
present to establish or to deny the reality of these entities. 
All that we mean to assert just now is that for those who are 
convinced of the reality of these entities, reality cannot mean 
mere existence in space and time. 

If we define reality as existence in space and time, 
if, that is, we think that alone to be real which exists in space 
and time, we shall have to say that space and time themselves 
are not real, for space and time do not exist in space and time. 
Although it may be admitted that space and time are for us 
the dominant aspects of reality it need not follow that they 
are the only or the highest aspects of reality. 

We therefore conclude that it is not absolutely certain 
that all that is real must form part of a spatio-temporal 
system. We admit that the ideal is not a fact among other 
facts of the world. But these facts in their exclusive parti- 
cularity are not the only things that have a title to reality. 
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What is necessary to give meaning, coherence and intelli- 
gibility to these facts must be at least as real as the facts 
themselves. The rational elements in facts are not simply the 
fabrications of an arbitrary fancy nor are they tyrannically 
imposed on some foreign material. They must be seen on the 
other hand to be the informing spirit of the facts without 
which the facts would be nothing. The categories and the 
ideals of experience are not therefore to be banished altogether 
from the realm of reality or confined within the region of sub- 
jectivity only. So if the facts of the moral life require, as we 
have seen they do, for their explanation, the conception of an 
objective ideal, we must then admit (so long as we cannot 
deny the facts themselves) the validity of the conception and 
the consequent reality of the ideal. The fact that the ideal 
is not to be seen at any particular space or time does not prove 
that it is unreal ; it only shows that the ideal as ideal cannot 
be caught in the network of space and time. 

Moreover the sort of reality that belongs to the world of 
facts is utterly incompatible with our conception of the ideal. 
Finitude and change are the two indispensable characteristics 
of all facts of the natural world. These are in a way the 
products of their spatio-temporal character. The facts as they 
come to us exclude one another. The being of each particular 
fact is limited by that of every other fact and this limit can 
never be transcended by the particular fact so long as it re- 
mains what it is. Again all facts are transient and evanescent 
in their character. There is perpetual change everywhere. 
It is because our vision is very dull that we seem to find per- 
manence where there is only continuous change. There is a 
sort of unstable equilibrium reigning supreme in all facts, in 
consequence of which none of them can remain exactly itself 
for two successive moments. Nothing comes to stay ; nothing 
in the world can maintain itself in being against the forces of 
disruption which are inherent in it. Everything tends to dis- 
appear as soon as it is ushered into existence. 
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We want to realise and be one with our ideal. But if the 
ideal were condemned to finitude and invested with a repellent 
character, which is the mark of all finite things, we do not 
know bow we could still look upon it as our ideal. We want 
to be taken up into the ideal but if its nature were such that 
it would keep us always at an arm’s length, it would never be 
our ideal. If the ideal lacked the principle of self-mainten- 
ance, like the facts of the natural world, — if it were to vanish 
as soon as we got it in our grasp— it is doubtful whether we 
would then think of it as ideal and strive after it. It is no 
use trying to reach a point where we cannot maintain our- 
selves and are sure of an immediate fall. 

When we find that we cannot be satisfied with an ideal 
that has only the reality of the natural world, it should not 
be a defect in the ideal that it does not possess the reality of 
this sort. We are speculatively certain that the ideal must be 
real, as we have no reason to believe that the sense of object- 
ivity, associated with our judgments of value, is altogether, 
and in all cases, illusory. And although the ideal does not 
possess the reality of the natural world, we are not obliged to 
say that the ideal cannot be real ; for reality is not exclusively 
confined to this world only. We therefore, assert that the 
ideal is real. In this we have only followed the lead of the 
famous idealistic argument which says that what must be and 
may be certainly is. 



CHAPTER V 


The Ideal as the Good. 

We have seen that our moral judgments imply some 
ideal. And as we cannot deny validity to all moral judg 
merits, and as validity is not intelligible without objectivity, 
the ideal implied by the valid moral judgments must be ob- 
jectively real. We have also seen that although the ideal 
may not be real as a fact in the external world of space and 
time, there is no reason to suppose that it is unreal, because 
reality does not belong exclusively to what appears in space 
and time but it belongs also, and perhaps in a higher sense, 
to what goes beyond them. But although the assumption of 
an objective ideal is rendered necessary by the nature of our 
moral experience the ideal, we are obliged to admit, is still 
very vague. We know that it is there but we do not yet 
clearly know what it exactly is. Let us try therefore to de- 
termine the nature of the ideal a little more closely. 

We have tried to maintain that things are not good in 
and by themselves, but are so only in relation with the ideal. 
The nature of the relation between the things, which are 
called good, and the ideal, which in fact seems to be the 
ground of their goodness, has been variously conceived. It is 
said for instance that a thing is good because it realises the 
ideal, or because it reflects, approximates to or participates in, 
the ideal. We are aware that realisation, reflection, approxi- 
mation and participation are different concepts ; but we think 
they are each meant to express some unique relation which 
must hold good between a particular thing and the ideal 
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before the thing can properlj be called good. The idea of reali- 
sation, though widely used in Philosophy, is apt to be mis 
leading, because it suggests the present unreality of the ideal 
to be realised. Approximation appears primarily a spatial 
concept, sometimes used even in connection with a temporal 
relation. But when a thing is supposed to approximate to 
the ideal, there is surely no reference to space or time. Simi- 
larly it is possible to find out some inadequacy in the notions 
of reflection and participation. All these concepts, however, 
though different from one another, seem to agree in one point. 
Each of them points to some unity or identity between the 
terras which are related by it. Reflection or participation is 
not possible unless there is identity in some respects. 
Approximation in time or space does not of course express any 
identity, but when there is an approximation in essence 
(which seems to be the meaning of approximation used in 
connection with the ideal) partial identity appears surely to be 
intended. The realisation of the ideal means the actual 
embodiment of the ideal in life and conduct : and this is 
possible only when we become one with the ideal. So how- 
ever inadequate or different may be the expression which each 
of these terms gives to the intended relation between a thing, 
which is good, and the ideal, the essential character of the re- 
lation is not very much in doubt. Identity, partial or entire, 
seems to be the essence of the relation which a thing must 
bear to the ideal in order that it may be properly called good. 

What, then, is the ideal? If things become good by 
being identified with the ideal, it is but natural to suppose that 
the ideal is the supreme good. If the ideal lends goodness to 
things, which appear rather indifferent when regarded in and 
by themselves, if things are good in so far as they represent or 
reflect the ideal, it appears reasonable to regard the ideal as 
the very embodiment of goodness itself. 

In another way, too, we seem to be led to this conclusion. 
When the goodness of a thing is not directly seen, it is natural 
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to ask why it is good. In answer we may be told that it is 
good because it is essentially related to something which is 
good. But if we repeat our question and enquire about the 
reason why that something is good, either we shall have the 
same answer repeated, i.e., we shall be referred to something 
else as the ground of the goodness of the thing in question, or 
we shall be told that the thing is itself good, i.e., is good not 
because of something else but because of itself. We cannot 
have recourse to the former alternative more than a number 
of times. We cannot go on saying that a is good because of b. 
and h is good because of c, and so on indefinitely. We must 
come to some x, y, or z which is good because of itself, that is, 
which must contain in itself the ground of its goodness. That 
which is unconditionally good and is the condition of the 
goodness of all other things is the ideal. About anything else 
we may ask why it should be considered good, but in connec- 
tion with the ideal such a question does not seem to arise at 
all. We cannot think of the ideal except as good. Nobody 
can maintain and pursue an ideal while thinking at the same 
time that it is not good Even an altogether unworthy and 
wrong ideal must take on the appearance of good before it can 
be elevated to the rank of an ideal. To Satan bent on revenge 
upon the Almighty in Heaven, evil itself appeared as good 
before it could be made the object of his constant pursuit. 

Here we have got some positive knowledge about the 
ideal. We have tried to maintain that we cannot say ration- 
ally that a thing is good unless there is an ideal which is rea- 
Used in it. The ideal is the basis of anything being good. 
But when we know that the ideal is the basis of goodness we 
do not know that the ideal itself is good. Ideality and good- 
ness, though inseparable, are not synonymous. So we think 
that in knowing that the ideal is good, we have made some 
advance in our knowledge about the ideal. 

Goodness then is an essential characteristic of the ideal. 
But what is goodness ? To this question, we confess, it is not 
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possible to give a satisfactory answer. Goodness, being an 
ultimate and elementary concept, cannot be analysed into any 
thing simpler than itself, If it is to be understood, it must 
be understood without any definition. If some one has no 
idea of goodness, no one can ever communicate it to him 
by means of words, gestures or any other symbols. On 
this point we agree with Professor Moore who says that good 
is an unanalysable concept. So when we say that the ideal 
is good, we must be understood without any further explana- 
tion or not be understood at all. 

But does not the statement that good is a simple un- 
analysable concept contradict our thesis that whenever any- 
thing is judged to be good, there is a reference to the ideal ? 
For if good is a simple unanalysable notion, it ought to be 
grasped intuitively and at once without any extraneous 
reference. 

To this objection it may be replied that the reference to 
the ideal is not contained in our very notion of good as such. 
In order merely to understand what goodness is we do not 
need to fall back upon our notion of the ideal. In fact we 
start with our judgments of good and bad ; and they would 
not be possible if we did not know beforehand what good 
or bad is. We do not say that the very meaning of goodness 
is not intelligible to us unless we know what the ideal is. On 
the contrary we think if we had no idea of good, we should 
have no clue whatever to the nature or being of the ideal. 
But although the meaning of goodness is quite intelligible by 
itself without any reference to the ideal it is not intelligible 
how anything by itself can be good without such a reference. 
The simple notion of good is no doubt applied to things but 
when they are seen not to contain the ground of goodness in 
themselves we are led beyond them to the ideal. We find 
the implication of the ideal in our judgment of good which is 
not identical with our simple notion of good. It is not the 
idea of goodness itself but that of something being good 
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which has the implication of the ideal. Such an implication 
is not, I hope, contradicted by the simple unanalysable 
character of our notion of goodness. 

Our idea of goodness in its simple unanalysable character 
agrees with our idea of truth. Coherence or correspondence 
may be used as a criterion of truth. If there is coherence or 
correspondence, wo may know that there is truth. But the 
meaning of truth is never the meaning of coherence or corres- 
pondence. This is evident from the fact that there is a stand- 
ing dispute among philosophers as to whether truth should 
be defined as correspondence or as coherence. The disputants 
invariably use the term truth and must have a common under- 
standing of it. If, for some, truth itself were identical in 
meaning with correspondence and, for others, with coherence, 
then no dispute would arise. The dispute is possible because 
while there is a common understanding or idea of truth for 
all, this idea is sought to be explained or characterised differ- 
ently by different people. If the very meaning of truth were 
coherence (or correspondence), then whoever would speak of 
truth would understand coherence (or correspondence) by it 
and no dispute should arise as to whether truth should mean 
coherence or something else. 

But although truth is a simple quality of our ideas or 
judgments, yet from an idea or a judgment being true, we 
draw the implication that there is some reality which is dif- 
ferent from the idea or the judgment which is true, because 
we find that an idea or a judgment by itself can be neither 
true nor false. The implication of a transcendent reality, 
which is reflected or presented in the idea, is on a par with 
the implication of the ideal which is realised in the thing we 
judge to be good. From the fact that an idea is true, although 
an idea by itself cannot be true, we draw the implication that 
there is some reality which is realised or reflected in the idea 
which we judge to be true. From the fact that a thing is 
good, although it annot by itself be good, we draw the similar 
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implication that there is some ideal which is realised in the 
thing which is judged to be good. 

We have said that in knowing the ideal to be good, we 
have made some advance in our knowledge about the 
ideal. But it seems that in making this advance we have 
involved ourselves in a fresh contradiction. We held that a 
thing could not be good when taken by itself. It is good only 
in relation to some thing else which is the ideal. We are 
now saying that the ideal is good. But if our former con- 
tention is right, then the ideal, in order to be good, must be 
related to some other ideal. A.nd that ideal must either be 
not good or be related to some other ideal and the process 
cannot be stopped until we come to an ideal which cannc 
be called good in the proper sense of the term. But when we 
speak of the ideal we mean the ultimate ideal and it is easy 
to see that there cannot be any higher ideal to which it may 
be related in order to be good. Thus we seem forced to ad- 
mit either that our former contention is not right or that the 
ideal as ideal is not good at all. 

It is better to admit the element of truth in this objec- 
tion. The ideal is not good quite in the same sense as any- 
thing else in the world is good. A thing in the world is good 
in so far as it realises or participates in the nature of the 
ideal. Its goodness is in a sense borrowed goodness. But 
the ideal is good in its own right. So] there seems to be an 
intelligible distinction between the goodness of a natural 
thing and that of the ideal. (By a natural thing we do not 
necessarily understand a physical object but any thing, fact 
or event, including life and conduct, which can form part of 
the scheme of the natural world.) We may answer the ob- 
jection by saying that the condition of being related to the 
ideal in order to be good has its scope confined to things that 
happen or exist in the world and does not extend to the ideal 
which contains in itself the ground of its goodness. Even 
without this qualification, it is, I think, possible to defend 
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our position, that the ideal is good, without falsifying our 
former contention that nothing can be good unless it is re* 
lated to the ideal. We held that a thing could be good only 
by being related to the ideal and the essence of the relation, 
however differently expressed, was found to be a form of 
unity signifying partial or complete identity, A thing is 
good to the extent it becomes one with the ideal. The degree 
of its goodness depends on the degree of completeness with 
which it is identified with the ideal. Now this identification 
becomes absolute when we come to the ideal itself. So if 
there is anything which is absolutely good it must be the 
ideal. The requiste relation to the ideal (in order to be good) 
is found in the relation of identity which subsists between 
the ideal and itself. We think therefore that there is no in- 
consistency in supposing that the ideal is good, even on the 
hypothesis that nothing can be good without being related to 
the ideal. 

Some philosophers think that the idea of goodness is 
self-discrepant and as such it cannot be applied to anything 
that claims to be real. It is supposed that we ‘speak of the 
good, generally, as that which satisfies desire.’ But “ A 
satisfied desire is, in short, inconsistent with itself. For, so far 
as it is quite satisfied, it is not a desire ; and so far as it is a 
desire, it must remain at least partly unsatisfied,” (Appear- 
ance and Reality , p. 410,) And “in any case, apart from 
this, there is implied the suggestion of an idea, distinct from 
the fact while identified with it. Each of these features is 
necessary and each is inconsistent with the other. And the 
resolution of this difference between idea and existence is 
both demanded by the good and yet remains unattainable” 
(ibid, p. 410). But, as we have seen the satisfaction of desire 
is not the essence of goodness. So even if there is any self- 
contradiction in the idea of a satisfied desire, it will not affect 
our view of the good. But the supposed contradiction in 
the idea of a satisfied desire appears more verbal than real. 
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It is not the essence of desire that it should never be satis- 
fied. And so when a particular desire is actually satisfied 
there should be no harm in speaking of the desire as satisfied. 
Otherwise nobody could speak of his task as done, 
seeing that a task is no longer a task when it is done. There 
would be self-contradiction in the idea of a satisfied desire if 
desire denoted a fixed state of a static universe and satisfac- 
tion also as a permanent condition were sought to be assert- 
ed of it. But we know there is no suchdmplication in the 
idea of desire or in that of satisfaction. If it is not contended 
that the nature of a desire is such that it can never be satis- 
fied, there should be no objection to the idea of a desire being 
satisfied. When a desire is actually satisfied, we may use 
some other name to denote the state of things and may not 
speak of it as a satisfied desire for fear of self-contradiction, 
but the fact itself cannot be denied. 

It is no doubt true that a distinction between fact and 
idea is implied when we speak of the good and it is also true 
that there should be some identity between the two. A fact 
or an idea, by itself, is neither good nor evil. But the fact 
should be seen to embody the ideal held in idea before it can 
be recognised as good. There is difference because the fact 
itself is not the idea ; and there is identity because the idea 
should be seen as realised in the fact. But this identity and 
difference between fact and idea should not be considered a 
mark of self-discrepancy inherent in the notion of goodness. 
For neither the difference nor the identity is absolute in this 
case. As Bradley himself has taught us, identity in differ- 
ence is an intelligible conception, and we have an in.stance 
of it here. The fact is not merely and absolutely different 
from the idea nor is the idea absolutely identical with the 
fact. The ideal as such is not wholly realised in the actual 
hut it does not mean that it is not realised at all. 

Further, identity and difference between existence and 
idea is the common feature of all our knowledge of real 
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objects. The fact of the existence of a thing is different 
from the fact of its being known by us. Even if one 
supposes, as some idealists do, that things do not exist 
without being known, still it cannot be maintained that their 
being is identical with our knowledge of them. For being 
and knowing are two different concepts and they cannot be 
simply identified without giving rise to hopeless confusion. 
If we have any real knowledge, the thing known must not be 
a mere idea but must have a self-existence distinct from the 
idea which we come to entertain about it. If the thing were 
a mere idea, it would then be a case of fancy or imagination 
and would not constitute real knowledge. Again if our 
knowledge is true, then the thing known must be given as 
one with the idea which is our knowledge about it. Thus we 
have some identity between fact and idea. So either we must 
give up all knowledge of reality and, with it. Philosophy which 
is a branch of it or we should not make identity and difference 
between fact and idea a special objection against our know- 
ledge of the good. 

Contradiction has been sought to be found iti the idea 
of goodness also on the ground that as we are finite and so 
necessarily imperfect, it is not possible for us to reach the 
ideal perfection in the pursuit of which goodness consists. 
“Goodness,” it is said, “since it must needs pursue the 
perfect, is in its essence self -discrepant, and in the end unreal ” 
(ibid, p. 122). The ideal, to be worthy of our pursuit, must 
needs be perfect and it is also a fact that we are finite and im- 
perfect. Otherwise there would be no need of striving after 
the perfect ideal. But is finitude the last word about us ? 
And is the infinite ideal only a transcendent Beyond ? Are 
we not rather finite — infinite in our character, as Bosanquet 
has said ? And do not the roots of perfection lie already 
hidden in our hearts? How otherwise can we have the heart 
to pursue an ideal which is never to be reached by us ? Is 
the nature of the ideal such that it cannot be touched by our 
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thoughts and deeds ? Is it not, on the contrary, increasingly 
coining within the grasp and achievement of the best among 
us? We shall say more on this point when we come to con- 
sider the nature of the self and its relation to the ideal. For 
the present we can only say that the supposed contradiction 
would be there if our flnitude were a standing and eternal 
fact and goodness implied our self-trascendence without there 
being any movement or process in the world. If we were ab- 
solutely fixed in our finitude and if our ideal were a tran- 
scendent Beyond, then it would be a contradiction to suppose 
that there can be any gradual approximation (in which good- 
ness consists) between two such fixed and utterly opposed 
facts. But when this is not the case, the idea of goodness 
may not be wholly self-discrepant and unreal. 

Bosanquet, too, is of opinion that the whole cannot 
strictly be called good, although it is the standard of all good- 
ness and value, “Strictly you do not value it ; you value all 
else by it,” {The Principle of Individuality and Value, p. 310.) 

It may however be replied that if the necessary condition 
for having any value is that a thing should be capable of 
being judged by the standard, we think this condition may be 
fulfilled even in the case of the standard itself. For the 
standard may be judged by itself. If to be good it is neces- 
sary for a thing to be whole, and if nothing else is required 
for the purpose, then it is impossible for us to deny that the 
whole is good, because we cannot assert that the whole is not 
whole. 

In this connection it is important to realise the sense in 
which the ideal is said to be the standard of value. It is not 
a standard in the sense in which the standard yard is a stand* 
ard of measurement, if a piece of cloth is to be measured by 
the standard yard it must be able to contain the standard 
length a number of times. If it falls short of a yard, it cannot 
be measured by the standard yard. But this is not so in the 
case of the ideal. The ideal is not contained wholly in any of 
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the things that are judged by it. Still we use the ideal as the 
standard in our judgments of value. Things are good to the 
extent they approximate to the ideal. The ideal marks the 
limit of goodness which things in the world approach with 
various degrees of closeness. The limit is reached in the 
ideal itself. And so the ideal should be considered good in an 
unqualified sense. 

While we are considering the ideal as the good, it would 
be desirable if we could profit by the light which the Platonic 
Philosophy throws on the question ; for the notion of the good 
appears to occupy a central place in that system of thought 
also. Prom what L have been able to understand of the 
Philosophy of Plato, it seems clear that much of what he says 
of the good applies without any reservation to our notion of 
the ideal which we are trying to expound here. 

The good, according to Plato, is ‘ the end of life ’ ‘ the 
cause of things being understood, and also the source of the 
being of everything in the world ’ {Nettleship, p. 230). The 
ideal, too, is, as we contend, the end of life, and we shall try 
to show in the sequel that it is also the ground of intelligibility 
and of the being of things. So far there appears to be a 
complete agreement between our notion of the ideal and 
Plato’s idea of the good. But if we inquire into the further 
characterisation of the good as given or suggested by Plato, 
we shall find that the good does not give a final and satisfac- 
tory picture of the ideal as conceived by us. According to 
some scholars the good is identified with God in Plato’s Philo- 
Sophy. If it is so, it will naturally come to be considered in 
our next chapter where we shall be concerned with the ideal 
as God. But it is, I think, now-a-days believed by competent 
authorities that the good is not a person but a principle and 
our idea of God is such that he cannot be conceived 
except as a person (Burnet). The good is only a methodo- 
logical principle which gives unity and order to the world 
of ideas fStewart). It is in a sense the idea of ideas. Just 
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as it is the idea of beauty which brings out the essence 
of all beautiful objects, so is the idea of the good present 
in all other ideas and constitutes their inmost essence. 
But it is not simply the logical universal under which all 
other ideas are to be subsumed. The conception of the 
good is more teleological than logical (Windelband). But 
the teleology of the good is not the teleology of the subjective 
human mind. The end signified by the good is not simply 
the object of some human desire nor is it simply that which 
comes at last (Nettleship). The end of anything is not 
any purpose of man or God which it can be made to 
subserve, but that which it can become in the fulness of its 
being. The end of man is the ideal man. The end of any- 
thing is the ideal that can be reached by it. Now all ideas 
are perfect in their own spheres. Perfection is therefore 
shared by all ideas, and since the good is the idea of all ideas, 
it comes to mean perfection itself (Stace). The good may 
mean more than what is simply common to all ideas, but if 
it is taken in the sense of perfection, it is at least intelligible 
why the good should be the end of life. 

But we cannot realise something which can never be in 
us. We can only bring to fruition that which lies hidden in 
our nature. So in order that we may be able to realise per. 
fection, we must already be in possession of potentialities 
which make for perfection. But as the idea of perfection is 
not already defined for us, we do not know what it is precisely 
that constitutes the essence of perfection. When then we 
know that we can only develop that with which we have 
been endowed, we come to the conclusion that the end of our 
life is the development of all our natural faculties. But we 
know we have powers and tendencies for good as well as for 
evil, and if we are to develop them all equally without dis- 
crimination, we shall make no advance towards perfection. 
It is no use telling us that we should strive after perfection 
or realise the grood, because so long as we do not know exactly 
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what perfection is, we cannot intelligently direct our efforts 
to any particular end. 

If, as Natorp suggests, the good is the principle of organi- 
sation and maintenance, we get a more definite content for 
our idea of the good. And we seem to understand better 
how we can make it the end of our life. We shall be working 
for the good when we work for harmony and order. Whatever 
may be the ultimate nature of the ideal, it must exclude 
disharmony and disunion. We also feel that we are nearing 
our ideal to the extent we are able to establish harmony and 
order in our own life and in the world. On this interpreta- 
tion we can better understand how the good, besides being the 
end of life, is the principle of intelligibility in things as well as 
the ground of their being. A fact is intelligible only when 
it can be seen to be in harmony with other facts, only when, 
that is, a relevant place can be found for it in the organised 
whole of experience. When a thing cannot be filiated with 
any other thing in the world it remains unintelligible. We 
know that things in the world are related with one another; 
their being is not intelligible without such relation. A thing 
is what it does and what it does is always expressed in a series 
of reciprocal relations with other things of the world. Just 
as a hand would not exist as a hand if it were cut off from 
the body of which it is an organic part, so would any other 
thing be entirely different from itself if it were dislodged 
from its proper place in the orderly scheme of the universe. 
The system or the ordered scheme of the world sustains every 
thing in its being. Thus we see that the good as the principle 
of organisation is the ground of the intelligibility of things 
and of their being, just as it is also the end of life. 

But this does not solve all difficulties. There are different 
senses in which a thing may be said to be the end of life, 
and we do not know precisely in what sense the good is the 
end of life. Is it the end of life in the sense that we do as 
U matter of fact aim at realising it in life, although we may 
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not at all be able to realise it actually, or in tbe sense that 
it is being actually realised in life, although we may or 
may not consciously aim at it ? Is it, again, the end of 
life in the sense that we ought to aim at its realisation ? 
Even though what we ought to realise may happen to be 
what is actually being realised, the distinction in mean- 
ing can scarcely be missed. The good cannot be wholly 
identical with the ideal unless the term good includes in its 
meaning that which ought to be realised. But the good 
represented simply as the principle of order and harmony 
does not seem to mean that which ought to be realised in 
life. What necessity is there that we should try to bring 
about order and harmony in our individual lives or in the 
world? Mere order sometimes proves killing to our souls. 
If nobody found any satisfaction in the harmonious ordering 
of things, it is very doubtful whether any one would ever 
consciously aim at it. So it seems that the principle of order 
merely as such does not explain why it should be made the 
end of life. 

It is usual to think that a thing is explained when its 
proper place in the order of things has been found or pointed 
out. But the order which our intellect finds out is only a 
late discovery in the growth of our knowledge. For intelli- 
gibility something more primitive is necessary than mere 
order. If to begin with we do not know at all what a parti- 
cular thing is, we shall never be able to ascertain whether it 
fits in with other things of the world. An unintelligible 
something can never be known to be in any intelligible rela- 
tion with anything else. A thing must first come within our 
consciousness, must by itself be somewhat intelligible, before 
its filiations with other things can be asserted or disputed. 
It appears therefore that for intelligibility things should 
possess some more elementary characteristic than that of simply 
belonging to an order, 
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It is also doubtful whether mere orderliness can be the 
ground* of the being of things. A thing must be before it 
can belong to an order or remain outside of it. * To be ’ does 
not mean ‘ to be in order.’ In order to understand what it is 
to be in order we must first understand what it is simply to be. 
When we know that a thing is, we do not at once know that 
it is in some order. But having known that it is, we proceed 
to find out its connections with other things. If to be were 
to be in some order, then, when we know that a thing is we 
should also know its connections with other things and no 
separate effort should be necessary to discover such con- 
nections. Things are there and they may very well be, as 
indeed they are, in some order ; but their being is not identical 
in meaning with their being in some order. ‘ Being in some 
order ’ is a further determination of ‘ being ’ and it can be 
posited only on the assumption that there is some being to be 
so determined. Such being provides ground for there being 
any order but the order itself cannot be supposed to be the 
ground of being as such. 

It is very likely that what Plato sought to express by the 
idea of the good is essentially identical with what we are 
trying to think of under the form of the ideal. But the good 
as characterised by his interpreters does not seem to give a 
final and satisfactory notion of the ideal. 



CHAPTER VI 


The Ideal as God. 

We have contended that the ideal must be real, because 
the validity of moral judgments cannot otherwise be justified. 
Now, one of the easiest ways of conceiving the ideal as real 
is to suppose that it is fully realised in some being. The 
name God may conveniently be given to such a being. We 
human beings have all our characteristic drawbacks. None 
of us is perfect. We cannot say that the ideal is fully 
realised in any one of us. On the contrary our idea of God is 
such that it is never associated with any moral imperfection. 
God is generally thought of as all-wise, all-powerful and all- 
good. It is possible to think, as some writers have actually 
thought, that there are limitations to his power and even to 
his knowledge. But it is not possible to impugn his goodness 
without at the same time falsifying our idea of God. His 
goodness must not suffer any limitation ; he must be all good, 
perfect, if he is to be God at all. It thus appears very easy 
to identify the ideal with God. 

It is not our intention to give here an independent proof 
for the existence of God. But having previously shewn that 
the ideal is real, we are now trying to identify it with God. 
Still we cannot help remarking that God conceived as the 
ideal is the only real God, that can be found and found to be 
satisfactory. The ontological argument is now-a-days regarded 
by many as fallacious (0p.*0. D. Broad’s article in the 
Hibbert Journal, Vol. XXIV, p. 43). The cosmological and 
the teleological arguments also are not very conclusive. They 
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proceed upon aa examination of external facts. These facts 
can be explained by some other fact of the same order or by 
a principle which is inherent in them and has its being only 
in them. The hypothesis of God can legitimately be used for 
the explanation of these facts only if we propose to degrade 
God to the level of natural phenomena. However far we 
may go back in a causal series we shall always find some 
member of the series and shall never get out of it. We can 
get out of the series to God only by a big jump ; but the 
jump is neither warranted nor necessitated by the series of 
facts examined. The first term of the series, if there be any 
first term, must fall in a line with the rest of the terms and 
cannot claim a status superior to that of the rest. 

A. designer is necessary only when a thing is unable to 
fashion itself. For the growth in shape and proportion of a 
banian tree we do not constantly require the services of a 
master architect. We know that the whole thing is prefigur- 
ed in the seed. If we started with formless matter we should 
require some external hand to put it into definite shape. But 
if it itself has the form and the tendency to give rise to other 
forms, the services of a moulding hand are absolutely super- 
fluous. We should require the hypothesis of God if we 
supposed that in the beginning there was mere matter without 
any form and character. But it cannot be proved that the 
universe was ever in a state of this sort. The universe is 
always in a determinate state. It has always a definite 
character which is determined by its previous states and which 
again determines in its turn the state that follows. The 
process is absolutely continuous and no time or place can be 
found where we can introduce the designing hand of the 
Providence. 

If God is any thing, he is spiritual, and a spiritual 
principle cannot be found in a non-spiritual medium. The 
external #orld is sometimes supposed to be the manifestation 
of some spiritual principle. But the spirituality of the 
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external world as revealed to our senses is not so clearly 
manifest as the spiritmlity of the selves that we are. So if 
there is God, we must look for the evidence of his being rather 
in our own selves than in the external world. However unworthy 
we may be in our everyday thoughts and deeds, we seem to 
come in touch with the divine in our sense of the ideal. In 
us there is nothing higher than our sense of the best. 
Here, if anywhere, we must look for the revelation of the 
reality of God to us. It is with a rare insight that Prof. 
Pringle-Pattison has said that “ The presence of the Ideal is 
the reality of God within us ” (Idea of God, p. 246). We 
know that God is the embodiment of perfection and we also 
know that the ideal embodies perfection in itself. It is easy 
therefore for us to think of God as the ideal or of the ideal as 
God. We have found that the ideal must be objectively real. 
So there cannot be any question about the reality or existence 
of God conceived as the ideal. 

We have said that God conceived as the ideal is the only 
God that can be found satisfactory. The cosmological and 
teleological arguments, even if they are successful, can only 
prove a highly powerful and clever God. That God, however 
powerful and clever, need not be a God of goodness. And no 
being can be worthy of our love and worship unless it possesses 
the attribute of goodness in its perfection. The ingenious 
creator of the world might be there, but there would be no 
reason why we should love and worship him. He might in- 
spire us with awe and wonder, but he would never fill us with 
reverence. Such a God would never satisfy our religious 
sentiments. It cannot be supposed that we might be induced 
to love God in the hope of some reward or out of fear of some 
punishment. For love actuated by such selfish motives would 
be no love at all. It cannot also be argued that we should be 
grateful to God for the things he has given us to enjoy, be- 
cause one does not usually feel any gratitude for things he has 
never asked for, especially when he finds that the things for 
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which he asks are not granted to him. Such considerations 
however do not arise at all when we come to think of God as 
the ideal. The ideal simply because it is the ideal, the source 
and ground of all worth and goodness, demands our love and 
devotion. We do not require any reason to be given for our 
worshipful attitude towards it. Our heart goes out spontane- 
ously in love and worship to a being whom we recognise to be 
no other than our ideal. Thus in our sense of the ideal we 
have got a proof and evidence of God which can nowhere else 
be found. 

Some modern writers have been led, like ourselves, from a 
consideration of the moral world to the idea of God. All these 
thinkers are deeply impressed with the objective validity of 
morality and they are convinced that the ideal implied in 
morality must have objective existence. We are glad to have 
the support of these writers for our fundamental position that 
the ideal must be objectively real. We perfectly agree with 
them in so far as they think that morality cannot be made 
wholly rational without some religious or metaphysical back- 
ground. Our difference with them begins only when they try 
to define the nature of that background and its relation to 
the ideal. A brief consideration of the views of some of these 
writers on this subject may help us to elucidate our position as 
well as to explain where and how we differ from them. 

Dr. Rashdall is anxious to secure objective reality to the 
ideal. He realises that it cannot exist in material things or in 
the mind of this or that individual. But ‘ it cannot exist no- 
where and nohow but in a mind.’ It requires therefore the 
mind of God. “ The belief in God,” he argues, “ is the logical 
presupposition of an objective or absolute morality.” “Oui 
moral ideal can only claim objective validity in so far as it can 
rationally be regarded as the revelation of a moral ideal eter- 
nally existing in the mind of God.” {The Theory of Good and 
Evil, Vol. II, p. 212.) Dr. Bashdall does not seem to think 
that God himself is the ideal. He only says that the 
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recognition of the existence of the moral ideal implies a 
spiritual source of Reality whose idea it is. (Ibid, p. ix.) 

It appears that according to Dr. Hashdall the mind of 
God is necessary to give reality to the ideal. The ideal is real; 
but, he says, it can be real only in a mind. And so a divine 
mind is required. But why should it be so? If we are per- 
suaded that the ideal must be real, why can we not suppose 
that it is real by itself and on its own account ? We have 
already tried to show that although the reality of the ideal 
may not be of the same order as that of any fact in the world 
of mind or of nature, there is no reason to suppose that it 
cannot be real. 

Even if we suppose that the ideal exists somehow in the 
mind of God, we shall find it very difficult to understand the 
relation between the ideal and the divine mind. (1) Does the 
divine mind add only awareness to the ideal which is already 
intelligible by itself as ideal ? (2) or is the very being of the 
ideal as ideal constituted by its being in the divine mind ? (3) 
Does the ideal exist as an ideal in the mind of God ? (4) or 

does it exist there merely as a real idea ? 

(1) If the presence of the ideal in the divine mind means 
only the addition of awareness (on the part of God) to it, then 
so far as the being of the ideal is concerned it seems to be un- 
affected by such presence or absence. If the ideal has a being 
of its own, its objectivity is already guaranteed and cannot be 
improved upon by the fact that God or any one else is aware 
of it. 

(2) To be in the mind of God does not mean to be the 
ideal. So it is not possible that the ideality of the ideal should 
be constituted by its being in the mind of God. 

(3) When we suppose that the ideal exists in the mind of 
God as an ideal, i.e., as somethifig still to be achieved or rea- 
lised in fact, very little seems to be gained by the supposition ; 
for the ideal exists as ideal in our minds as well. When we 
think that the ideal is only ideal to us, we may suppose that it 
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is real somewhere, i.e., in the mind of God. But if it is 
merely ideal even there, the very reality of the ideal seems to 
be in danger. 

We have to suppose therefore that the ideal is real in the 
mind of God. 

(4) Now if it is to be real in the mind of God, it can be 
real only as an idea. How otherwise can anything be real in 
any mind ? But the ideal is real as an idea even in our minds ; 
and if its objective reality is not secured by its presence in our 
minds in the form of an idea, the situation is not likely to be 
altered very much by the presence of the ideal in the divine 
mind in the same form. 

Moreover by enclosing the ideal within the mind of God 
Dr. Rashdall seems to have made the ideal quite unavailable 
for us. Ordinarily we have no means of knowing directly 
what is present in the mind of others. We may infer from 
visible acts or facial or other bodily expressions what is going 
on in the minds of our neighbours. But as we do not see the 
face of God and do not think that he has a visible body, we 
should be unable to know what is there in the mind of God. 
So if the idf^al existed solely in the mind of God, we should be 
unable to know that it is there and what it is like. We 
should have no sense of the ideal and it would be impossible 
for us to make any attempt to realise the ideal in our life and 
conduct. The ideal must reach out to us in some sense before 
we can be drawn towards it. But this would not ever be 
possible if the ideal existed only in the mind of God. Dr. 
Rashdall does not think that the divine mind is only a com- 
prehensive unity of individual minds. If it were so, then 
what is present in the divine mind might at the same time be 
present, at least partially, in individual minds. But Dr. 
Rashdall makes a real distinction between the divine and the 
individual mind (ibid, Vol. II, p. 242). If we hold to this 
distinction and understand the divine mind after the analogy 
of the human mind, it is incomprehensible how what is 
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present exclusively in one mind, even though it be the mind 
of God, can be operative in other minds as well. If however 
we are not to understand the divine mind after the fashion of 
the human mind, we shall not understand what it is and the 
assertion that the ideal is real in the mind of God will remain 
equally insignificant. 

It may be objected that morality expresses itself in our 
conduct ; and so the moral ideal is not a person but a course 
of action. And while it is possible for the ideal course of 
conduct to be represented in the divine mind in will or in idea, 
it is not possible for God himself to be that ideal simply 
because God is a person and not an act. 

The objection overlooks the fact that an act as such is 
neither moral nor immoral. It becomes so only when it 
expresses the character of some personality. Acts are impor- 
tant for moral consideration because our character can find 
expression only in volitional acts. But ultimately the moral 
judgment is not passed on acts as such but on the person who 
performs the acts. It is we who are primarily moral or 
immoral, our acts are so only secondarily ; we want to be moral 
and our ideal cannot simply be a course of action. It must 
be a character and personality which we wish to become. The 
degree of our moral advance is to be judged not so much by 
what we do as by what we come to be. So the moral ideal 
cannot be an idea in the mind of God or a course of action 
represented in idea in the divine mind but must be a persona- 
lity who may be no other than God himself. 

Prof. Sorley is another writer who has been led from a 
consideration of moral values to the idea of God. He has 
argued with great force for the objectivity of value, and has 
tried to establish the objective reality of the moral ideal. He 
has been impressed, however, with the apparent incongruity 
between the world of values and the world of causal relation. 
But he recognises at the same time that both the worlds must 
find their proper place in a harmonious scheme of reality. 
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He thinks that the desired unity between the physical and the 
moral world is supplied by the hypothesis of a divine mind 
whose purpose that goodness should be realised is being ful- 
filled in the world. It is one of the main contentions of Prof. 
Sorley that goodness, especially moral goodness,^ can bo 
realised only in persons. Now, if man is to realise goodness 
in the highest sense, he must be free. “ Mere correctness of 
behaviour is not a realisation of that high value of which man 
is capable, which requires its free choice and attainments. 
But his freedom implies that there is the possibility of his 
doing wrong also. It is true that “ the world as a causal 
system displays such apparent indifference to the standard of 
good and evil.” But the world cannot be explained from its 
present appearance only. The final issue, the end which it is 
made to subserve, should also be taken into consideration. 
And it is found that “^even in its incongruities with the un- 
changing moral order, the world of nature may be regarded 
as a fit medium for the fashioning and training of moral 
beings ” (Moral Values and the Idea of God, p. 604). This 
may be supposed to be tbe end or purpose of the universe. 
We find that nature is subservient to the moral order, and 
this means that it has got at its back ‘ intelligence and the 
will to good as well as the ultimate source of power.’ This 
involves, in short, the acknowledgment of a supreme mind or 
God as the ground of all reality. 

Professor Sorley does not think that the view he has 
propounded ‘ can strictly be proved or demonstrated.’ But 
he appears to think all the same that he has given a synoptic 
view of the universe which should be philosophically satisfac- 
tory. On certain important points we are in whole-hearted 
agreement with him. When he argues “ that the value or 
goodness actually achieved in personal life implies as its 
ground or condition a standard or ideal of goodness’’ (p. 499), 
and further contends for the objective reality of that ideal we 
are glad to have his support for one of our main theses. When 
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again he speaks of God as the supreme worth and says that 
whenever there is intrinsic worth in the world we may see a 
manifestation of the divine (p. 467), we find absolutely no 
reason to dissent from his view. But when he speaks of the 
divine purpose and says that it is revealed in the world, his 
words are not quite intelligible to us. 

The meaning of purpose (in divine reference) as well as 
its relation to the ideal has remained rather obscure in Prof. 
Sorley's writings. Purpose in the sense of a felt want can- 
not be attributed to God, because God who is conceived as 
the ultimate ground of all reality cannot be supposed to have 
any deficiency in his being and cannot therefore feel a real 
want. * 

A purpose is not intelligible without some content or 
object which is purposed. What may be the object of 
divine purpose ? We may suppose that the object of divine 
purpose is that there should be perfect beings in the world. 
But since there are no perfect beings, as is admitted by Prof. 
Sorley himself, we have to admit that the purpose of God, 
understood in this sense, is completely thwarted. The purpose 
of God should therefore be understood in the light of what is 
found consistent with the present order of reality. So Prof. 
Sorley has suggested chat the fashioning and training of 
moral lives, which is permitted by the natural world, even 
in its incongruities with the unchanging moral order, is the 
purpose of God. But if the purpose is a real element in the 
heart of reality, an essential factor in our conception of God, 
then we should think that the training of moral beings is 
co-eternal with the being of God. The purpose being eternal, 
ly present in the mind of God, the fashioning and training of 
moral beings should go on eternally. But is not the idea 
itself preposterous that there should be eternal doing of a 
thing without its ever being done ? Fashioning or training 
has no meaning unless some thing is acually fashioned or 
trained. So it appears that the divine purpose cannot be 
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understood exclusively with reference to the process only. 
But if we wish to understand it in reference to the product, 
if, i.e.i we think that perfect moral beings are the object 
of divine purpose, we find that the purpose is not fulfilled 
in the world. Moreover it would not then be true to say 
that the fashioning of moral lives is ttie purpose of God. 

These are some of the difficulties in understanding purpose 
as a subjective correlate of some thing which has yet to be 
accomplished. To avoid these difficulties we may try to 
understand purpose objectively as an end which is realised in 
a thing that admits of growth and development. In this 
sense treehood is the purpose of the plant which gradually 
grows out of a seed into a tree. When viewed in this light 
the divine purpose will be seen to be identical with the moral 
ideal which is being realised in this world. The ideal is not 
something which is purposed by God but it is itself the 
purpose. When the ideal is thus identified with the divine 
purpose we should have no objection to saying that the 
purpose is being realised in the world. But if by purpose in 
this connection we understand nothing else than the ideal, 
there is no special advantage in speaking of it as the divine 
purpose. Moreover Prof. Sorley does not appear to think 
that the divine purpose is identical with the moral ideal 
itself. 

Prof. Sorley has not made it clear whether there is any 
essential relation between goodness and the purpose of God. 
He does not seem to hold that goodness depends on the pur. 
pose of God, that a thing originally neutral in its character 
becomes good when it is purposed by God. He thinks that it 
is the purpose of God that goodness should be realised in the 
world. But when goodness is made part of the object of 
divine purpose, it appears clear that goodness as such should 
be intelligible quite independently of such purpose. For if 
goodness meant what is purposed by God, then instead of 
saying that it is purpose of God that goodness should be 
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reilised ia the world, he should have said that God purposes 
that ' X ’ should be realised, and ‘ x * would have appeared 
as good because it formed the object of divine purpose. More- 
over when we know that the divine purpose is directed 
towards goodness the virtual independence of the two con- 
cepts, goodness and divine purpose, becomes at once clear. 
Now it is the nature of goodness as such that it should be 
realised in the world. If anything presents itself as good to 
us, we spontaneously feel that it should be realised. Our 
understanding of anything as good is identical, or at least 
coincident, with our feeling that it should be realised. Noth- 
ing seems to be gained by the addition of the clause, ‘ It is the 
purpose of God.’ 

Prof. Sorley has vigorously maintained the objective 
reality of the ideal. But he has not made it clear where, how 
and in what sense the ideal is real. The ideal is not real 
anywhere in the material world. If it is to be real it must 
be real in man or God or in a third something outside both 
man and God. But it cannot be real in man as no man is 
perfect. The third something may be supposed to exist in 
the manner of a Platonic idea. But this has not been hinted 
at by Prof. Sorley ; so we think that according to him the 
ideal can be real only in God. The only question that has 
to be decided is whether the ideal is real as an idea in the 
mind of God or is identical with God himself. In consider- 
ing Dr. Rasdall’s theory we have seen that the ideal cannot 
simply be an idea in the mind of God and we think Professor 
Sorley too cannot support the position that the ideal is only an 
idea in some mind. The objective reality of the ideal for 
which he has argued with so much force cannot be sufficient- 
ly guaranteed if the ideal is real only as an idea. Moreover 
Professor Sorley thinks that goodness can be realised only 
in persons. So the ideal of goodness, if it is to be real at all, 
must be real only as, and in, a person. And the easiest way 
of conceiving this person is to think of him as God. 
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We see so far that if the ideal is real there is no harm in 
identifying it with God. Instead of supposing that there are 
two supreme entities, God and the ideal, we think there is 
only one such being whom we call either God or the ideaU 
This supposition has the advantage of comparative simplicity. 
But when we have identified the ideal with God, can we say 
that we have solved our problem ? Can we give a satisfactory 
explanation of our moral consciousness on the hypothesis that 
the ideal is identical with God ? Again, although we vaguely 
suppose that we have made some advance in our knowledge of 
the ideal when we have found it to be one with God himself, 
do we in fact know where and how it exists ? The nature of 
the ideal as well as the manner of its being does not at once 
become clear even when we have given the name God 
to it. 

Now when we know that God is the ideal of goodness, 
that in him the acme of perfection has been reached, we 
understand why we should love and worship such a being. 
But however much we may worship God in whom the ideal is 
real, there does not appear to be any necessity why we should 
ourselves be good. God^s being the ideal does not at all 
explain the obligation that lies on us to realise the ideal in 
our lives. The sense of obligation is an essentiak factor in our 
moral consciousness. We are never genuinely moral unless 
we feel that there is an unescapable obligation on us to be 
morally good. And this sense of obligation cannot be explain^ 
ed simply by the fact that the ideal is God. God may be 
perfect but this fact does not seem to have any relevance for 
the morality of men. God may be good, but why is it neces- 
sary for men to be so ? 

It may be said that if the fact that God is the ideal ex- 
plains why we should love, and worship him, it also explains 
why we should try to be good ourselves. We cannot truly 
love and worship goodness without feeling at the same tjme 
strongly inclined to be good ourselves. If anything is 
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conceived as the ideal, it means that it deminds to be fulfilled 
in our life. 

We do not deny the fact that the ideal demands to be 
fulfilled in our life. We recognise that there is a sense of 
obligation which every one of us feels to realise the ideal. 
We start from this empirical fact of the moral consciousness 
and seek for an adequate explanation of it. But we contend 
that this fact is not sufficiently explained by the hypothesis 
that the ideal is real and is real in a being who is different 
from us. We all feel drawn towards the ideal and the ade- 
quate metaphysical explanation of this fact is not that the 
ideal is real in God if we understand God, as he is generally 
understood, in the sense of a being who is different and dis- 
tinct from us. The very conception of the ideal carries with 
it an urge in us to fulfil the ideal and we are persuaded that 
this fact must have some very profound metaphysical impli- 
cations. And our present contention is that all these impli- 
cations are not found, and can never be summed up, in the 
saying that God is the ideal. If the ideal is to be my ideal, if 
it must be a bounden duty on my part to realise the ideal, 
then the relation between myself and the ideal must be more 
intimate and close than what is granted to exist between men 
and God. We have already said that God is generally con- 
ceived as distinct and different from men. God is no God 
unless he can be loved and worshipped. But if I am to love 
and worship God, he must be an other to me. This otherness 
or externality with regard to men seems to be an essential 
characteristic of Godhead. If I am simply merged in God or 
God is merged in me, God remains no God for me. 

We may be reminded that we are supposing without 
justification that deism and pantheism are the only possible 
alternatives with regard to God. We may be told that there 
is the third alternative of theism which enjoys the merits of 
both deism and pantheism without falling a victim to the 
defects of either. Deism as a philosophical theory has long 
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ceased to be maintained by any serious thinker. But there 
are still many powerful writers who believe in God and dis- 
tinguish their theism from deism and pantheism. Ward for 
instance writes : “ For pantheism God is the immanent ground, 
of the world, for deism he is the transcendent ground, for 
theism he is both ” (The Realm of jBnrfs, p. 234). Professor 
Sorley also has argued in favour of theism. But this theism 
is to be distinguished both from deism and from pantheism. 
Many other writers have followed the same course. There is 
nothing wrong in the belief that a satisfactory view of theism 
should he free from the defects of both deism and pantheism. 
But we are inclined to think that the desired synthesis of 
immanence and transcendence is not easy of accomplishment 
and the view of theism which we get in philosophical writings 
is scarcely distinguishable from what is known as pantheism. 

Theistio writers speak of the world as the creation of God. 
But they take the word creation in a technical sense. Causa- 
tion, transeunt or immanent, is foreign to their notion of 
creation. Creation does not mean for them a change in some 
material which was already in existence nor the bringing into 
existence of something which was not there. We are not 
even to think that creation means a change in God himself. 
But we are to understand by creation the dependence of the 
world on God. “To say that the world depends on God is 
tantamount to saying that could God cease to be the world too 
would cease tg be, or that if the world should cease to be, it 
would be because God had ceased to be. In other words God 
is the ground of the world’s being, its ratio essendi.” (Ibid, 
p. 234.) 

In two ways we may try to think that the world depends 
for its being upon God. Either, we may think, the world 
was brought into existance out of nothing by God or it forms 
part of the being of God. In the former case we can say 
that if God had not been there, the world would not have 
come into existance. In the latter case also it would bp 
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legitimate to say that should God cease to exist the world 
would also cease to exist. There does not seem to be any 
other way in which we can think that the being of the world 
depends on God. But these, however, are the theories of 
deism and pantheism which are sought to be avoided by the 
supporters of theism. 

Ward has specified the relation of dependence between 
God and the world by saying that could God cease to exist, 
the world would cease to exist also. But how do we know 
it ? The hypothetical nature of the statement shows that it 
can never be verified. When we form part of the world, the 
experiment, which can prove conclusively that the world does 
really cease to exist on the cessation of God’s existence, can 
never be witnessed by us. When we start with the reality of 
both God and the world, it is impossible to justify or prove to 
be false, empirically, the sort of relation that is asserted to 
subsist between them. We may try to do so by means of 
thought only, that is, we may examine our ideas of God and 
the world and see whether they are such as to imply the 
asserted relation between them. 

We can rationally say that the world would cease to 
exist if God had ceased to exist when and only when 
we know for certain that the being of the world is included in 
the being of God. If the being of the world went beyond the 
being of God even by an inch, then to that extent the world 
would remain even when God had ceased to exist. If the world 
is to disappear with the disappearance of God, then the being 
of the world must be included in the being of God. The 
world must in that case be wholly immanent in God. If 
theism can accept this position it can hardly find any fault 
with pantheism. 

It may be said that although the world is immanent in 
God, God is not wholly and simply immanent in the world. 
He is, in theism, both immanent and transcendent, and not 
simply immanent as in pantheism. But this position of theism^ 
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we are persuaded, cannot strictly be maintained. If God is 
immanent, it is difficult to understand how he can he also 
transcendent. By the immanence of God we understand that 
God exists in the world. How can God so understood fall 
also outside the world and be transcendent ? 

It may be said that God is ' more than the world and goes 
beyond it and so to that extent he may be supposed to be 
transcendent. But in this supposition it is only a part of God 
which is transcendent and a part immanent ; and God as such 
is neither immanent nor transcendent. When we suppose 
that the being of God not only fills the world but also falls 
outside of it, we conceive God as consisting of two parts one 
of which falls within the world and the other remains outside 
it. It is only by applying the name God alternately to these 
different parts that we can say that God is immanent as well 
as transcendent. But if godhead belongs to the part which 
falls within the world, God is immanent but not transcendent. 
If it belongs to the part which goes beyond the world, God 
is transcendent but not immanent. But if by God we are 
to understand the whole constituted by these parts, we cannot 
truly say that he is either transcendent or immanent simply 
because no whole can ever as a whole remain outside or fall 
inside any of its parts. We find it impossible therefore to 
reconcile with regard to God the idea of immanence with that 
of transcendence. 

The difficulties of the theistic position that God is both 
transcendent and immanent are felt by all serious and honest 
thinkers (cf. Prof Alexander, Hihhert Journal, Vol. XXV, 
No. 2). Even Ward must have felt these difficulties. But he 
proposed to get rid of them by his hypothesis of intellective 
intuition. By availing himself of the Kantian theory of the 
passivity of sense and the activity of understanding, Ward 
constructs the idea of Intellective intuition by doing away with 
the passivity of sense perception and the discursiveness of 
intellectual synthesis. He writes ; “ But now we are to 
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imagine our sensory and passive perception replaced by an 
active, intellectual position or discursive synthesis by an 
original thesis or intuition. The Being to whom this intellec- 
tual intuition belongs will be creative, its objective experience 
will contain nothing that is merely given to it, but only what 
is ultimately posited by it; its objects will not be phenomenal 
but noumenal, not independent manifestations of an Other but 
the creation of itself.” (The Realm of finds, p. 235). “In 
intellective intuition all real difference between being and 
knowing, thought and thing, seems to have vanished (p. 233). 
While contrasting intellective intuition with absolute or 
complete knowledge Ward has further elucidated the idea 
by saying that absolute or complete knowledge would 
leave the things themselves still independent as regards 
their existence, and so would fall short of this in- 
tellective intuition wherein, it is supposed, they are not 
merely known but whereby they exist (p. 34<6). This in- 
tellective intuition appears to be a sort of creative knowledge 
by which things are not merely known but maintained in 
existence. 

But how does it solve the problem of immanence and 
transcendence ? Ward thinks that it solves in the following 
way. The creative knowledge, which constitutes the being 
of things and by which God knows them, is not after all God 
himself, and so God is transcendent to it. But as it is God’s 
knowledge and is ever sustain.ed by him, he must be supposed 
to be also immanent in it. In his own words, “ God is tran- 
scendent to itj; for it is not God, but his utterance and 
manifestation ; and yet because it is his utterance and because 
he ever sustains it, he is immanent in it, it is continuous 
creation’’ '(p. 240). The opposition between transcendence 
and immanence is sought to be relieved in this way and they 
are supposed to exist in God in harmonious union. 

The world is supposed to be the creation of the Divine 
Being. But creation must mean either actual creation in 
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the ordinary sense of the term or an illusion of the Divine mind 
or simply a modification in the Divine Being, ^e cannot 
think of a fourth alternative. When God sees the world as 
different from him (for theism makes a distinction between 
God and the world), the world must either be actually there 
or it must be an illusion. If the world is to be there, it must 
be created by him in the ordinary sense, since God is supposed 
to be the ultimate source or ground of everything. If this 
view is not accepted, we can only suppose that in fact there is no 
world at all but only a false appearance of it. This view will 
raise its own crop of difficulties and is not of course accepted 
by Ward, The only other way in which we can think of 
creation is that it is a modification in the Divine Being itself, 
and not an actual precipitation into existence of an external 
object. But this is a pantheistic view of creation which finds 
no favour with Ward. 

Let us however suppose that somehow God’s knowledge 
constitutes the being of the world. But we shall see even this 
supposition does not reconcile divine immanence with divine 
transcendence. Ward says that ‘ God is transcendent to it, for 
it is not God but his utterance and manifestation.’ The divine 
knowledge which constitutes the world may not be God himself, 
because God is more than his knowledge. His knowledge is only 
a part of his being. But can we have any adequate conception 
of God if we separate him from his knowledge ? If we are to 
understand him aright, should we not think of his knowledge as 
essential to his being ? If God is to be understood as inclusive 
of his knowledge, how can we think of him as transcendent to it ? 
The being of God, we are persuaded, rises up to his ‘ utterance 
and manifestation.’ If they are essential in his being he cannot 
be supposed to fall in any way outside of them. So we conclude 
that the analogy of creative knowledge will not help us out of 
the'diflficulties which we have discussed above and which must 
have been felt by Ward himself and to which indeed he also has 
made some reference. 
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Professor Alexander has frankly recognised that strictly 
speaking transcendence cannot be reconciled with immanence. 
So he writes in a recent article in the Hihbert Journal to which 
we have already referred “ that transcendence and immanence 
are not reconcilable, that Grod cannot be, as Ward suggests he 
can be, at once the immanent and the transcendent ground of 
the world. If God is co-extensive with the world, he does not 
transcend it. If he transcends it he is not immanent in it.” 
(Hibhert Journal, Vol. XXV, p. 267.) He recognises however 
the merits as well as the defects of both transcendence and im- 
manence, of theism and pantheism. He has therefore tried to 
retain the merits of both by attempting a sort of reconciliation 
between them. For religious consciousness it is essential, he 
thinks, that God should be different and distinct from the wor- 
shipper ; otherwise he cannot be properly loved and worshipped. 
So the strong point of theism is that it has conceived God as 
transcendent. But if God always remains aloof from the wor- 
shipper, how can he ever be united with him in love ? And 
without such union with God no religious consciousness can be 
satisfied. So for religion pantheism or the theory of immanence 
has the special merit of guaranteeing the substantial unity of 
the worshipper with God. If, therefore, our idea of God is to 
be a satisfactory one it should be such as to combine in itself 
both transcendence and immanence. But we have seen that 
transcendence and immanence are . not strictly reconcilable. 
So Prof. Alexander suggests that God may be transcendent 
in one respect and immanent in another. “ God is immanent 
in respect of his body but transcendent in respect of his 
(deity ” (Space, Time and Deity, Vol. II, p. 396). The world 
of space and time is the body of God, and so God is immanent 
in the world ; but he does not thereby destroy the individuality 
of the beings contained in it, as is the case with ordinary 
pantheism. But God’s deity, being the next higher quality 
to mind, is not yet anything actual in the world. It is some- 
thing towards which the world is moving and which will 
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appear ia course of time. In respect of this quality, viz„ 
deity, God is transcendent to all the hnites which now make 
up the world, inasmuch as they all occupy a level below 
deity. All the finite beings of the world form the body of 
God and so he is immanent in them : but as they do not share 
the distinctive quality of deity, God is transcendent to them. 

The difficnlties of this position, despite its great merits, 
seem quite obvious. Although a distinction has been made 
between God and deity, it will have to be granted, we think, 
that God is God only when he is possessed of the distinctive 
quality of deity. A God without deity is no God at all. Pro- 
fessor Alexander himself has admitted in his book that his 
notion of God is predominantly theistic. If this is so there 
does not appear to be any real immanence of God as such in 
the world. And the jest of a friend of his, to which he has 
referred in his article, who said that ‘the God of Abraham, 
Isaac and Jacob is to exist a million of years hence,’ seems 
quite justified. Prof. Alexander thinks that the jest is a 
misconception, “For the universe as straining towards deity is 
a present reality. And the universe so conceived is God. It 
is the actual existence of deity which belongs to the future.” 
But if deity is the distinctive quality of God as he seems to 
have admitted in his book, then God is properly God when 
and only when he has this quality ; and if that quality is to 
be actual only in the future, we have then to look forward 
to the future for the actual being of God. The universe as 
straining towards deity may be a present reality, but it 
can scarcely be called God seeing that it lacks the character, 
istic quality of deity. The universe as tending towards deity 
is an embryonic God who has yet to realise himself. Our 
religious consciousness demands a real God with actual deity. 
A God in the making can neither evoke nor satisfy our reli- 
gious sentiments. 

However Prof. Alexander’s view, inspite of all its de- 
fects, is highly suggestive. According to his theory the 
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universe is straining towards deity. In our terminology we 
should say that the world is moving towards the realisation 
of the ideal. He says that deity will be actual in the future. 
The history of the world so far is only preparatory to the 
last act of the cosmic drama in which deity is to make its 
appearance. We believe that, although a fuller realisation 
of the ideal in the world of space and time (appearance of 
deity) may take place in the future, the ideal (deity) must 
be a present reality in some sense as drawing the universe 
towards itself. There must be a level or plane of existence 
in which deity must be real even now. At least there must 
be a sense in which we should be able to say that deity is a 
present reality. Unless this is so, deity will not be able to 
inspire the movements of history towards itself. The tenden- 
cy or straining of the world towards deity will he meaningless 
unless we grant that deity has been operating in some sense 
even from the beginning. 

Although we do not accept Prof. Alexander’s way of 
reconciling transcendence with immanence we think he has 
very aptly brought out the merits of both the theories and 
has thereby shown that God and man should be so conceived 
as to make their unity consistent with their difference. It 
appears to be one of the main tasks of Philosophy to show how 
this can be possible. 

We have found in this chapter that so long as we under- 
stand God as transcendent, as simply different from man, 
godhead cannot be a satisfactory description of the ideal, 
because it cannot explain the necessity that we ourselves 
should realise the ideal. The ideal must be my ideal. It 
must not simply remain aloof from, or ahead of, me, hut it 
must penetrate down to my inmost being and subdue me per- 
fectly to its sway. Then and then only can it be truly and 
completely my ideal. So it seems that a more adequate view 
of the ideal will be one in which the being of the aspirant 
after the ideal, i e., of the moral agent, is taken up into that 
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of the ideal itself. That is to say, if the ideal is God, we 
must at some point be one with him. But as this is not 
satisfactorily guaranteed by ordinary theism, which cannot 
get beyond the transcendent view of God, we have to conclude 
that there is some inadequacy in our notion of the ideal 
as God. 

Moreover the word God does not bring any very definite 
meaning to most of us. W.Q may abstractly discuss about 
the transcendence or immanence of God. But his godhead 
cannot consist in mere transcendence or immanence. He 
may be supposed to be the creator and sustainer of the uni- 
verse. But we do not think that merely in this capacity he 
can be regarded as the ideal. M^e may say that highest per- 
fection is realised in him, that he is all-good. But we do not 
know wherein his perfection or goodness consists. There 
may be a being called God and he may be one with what we are 
trying to think of as the ideal. But our knowledge of the 
nature of the ideal as such is not very much advanced when 
we say that the ideal is God unless we know what constitutes 
the ideality of God. The term God does not universally give 
rise to only those ideas which may clearly be seen to be the 
characteristics of the ideal. So the term God has to be fur- 
ther defined before any identification between God and the 
ideal may be considered quite satisfactory. 



CHAPTER VII 


The Ideal as the Absolute. 

We saw in our last chapter that although God may be 
regarded as the ideal, the conception of the ideal as God is 
not finally satisfactory. God is ordinarily regarded as tran* 
scendent. He is different from the man who worships him. 
But God so conceived can scarcely be the ideal which we 
seek to realise in our own life. If God is to be the ideal, he 
must be seen to be in much closer union with man, and it 
is considered as one of the great merits of modern philosophy 
that some of its most brilliant exponents do not regard God 
as separated from man. The union of God with man has 
been found to be so very essential that it is asserted that there 
would be no God if there were no man. God separated from 
man and man separated from God are supposed to be mere 
abstractions. “ God then becomes an abstraction if separated 
from the universe of his manifestation just as finite subjects 
have no independent subsistence outside of the universal life 
which meditates itself to them in a world of objects.” (The 
Idea of God, p. 214.) But when we begin to speak of God in 
this way, it is evident that God of religion is slipping out of 
our hands and the absolute of philosophy is taking his place. 
God and the absolute may not be two distinct principles ; 
and many philosophers have made no distinction between 
them. God postulated by religion when adequately consider- 
ed may be seen to become one with the absolute which philo- 
sophy affirms. So when we find that the ideal cannot be 
identified with God we may still hope that wa shall be satisfied 
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with Ale view that the absolute is the ideal. We are led 
to this view not only by the consideration that God, which 
was regarded as the ideal in our last chapter, is found, on 
closer examination by many philosophers, to be one with the 
absolute, but also by the fact that some very influential 
thinkers have expressly identified the ultimate reality or the 
absolute with the supreme good or the ideal (Op. McTaggart 
Hegelian Gosmologytig. 96). We shall, therefore, examine here 
some of the modern theories of the absolute and see whether 
the absolute described by them can really be identified with 
the ideal. 

In his book The Philosophic Basis of Moral Obligation 
Dr. Turner set to himself a task which is very similar to 
ours. He sought to find out the philosophic basis of an 
essential aspect of our moral consciousness ; and in doing so, 
he had to take his stand on a system of metaphysics which 
in his opinion underlies the entire fabric of our moral experi- 
ence. Wo too are trying to explore certain metaphysical 
principles which in our opinion are necessary for an adequate 
explanation of moral experience. 

Dr. Turner is of opinion that “ the ultimate basis of 
every element of value lies in the whole which expresses and 
realises itself therein ” (p. 219). “ Good, perfection, value 

can have no conceivable origin or criterion except the whole ” 
(p. 269) . We have defined the ideal as the ultimate basis 
and standard of value ; and Dr. Turner thinks that the whole 
is the ultimate basis and standard of value. So in his opinion 
the whole is the ideal. 

The line of thought presented by Dr. Turner is not 
peculiarly his own. His views in the main are the views of 
Hegelian idealism. His doctrine is specially akin to the 
doctrine of Sir Henry Jones whom he seems to have followed 
more or less closely. Sir Henry Jones has laid especial em- 
phasis on the moral life of man and has made it abundantly 
clear that no sane philosophy can afford to ignore such a 
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vital part of our experience. He too believes that things can 
be rightly valued when they are “ regarded in their relation 
to the self-justifying whole.” Both Sir Henry Jones and Dr. 
Turner have described the whole almost in identical terms ; 
and so it would perhaps be best for us to consider their views 
together. 

It is supposed to be one of the strong points of the idea- 
listic theory, which is upheld by these writers, that the abso- 
lute according to it is not a distant universal having no 
commerce with the particulars of the world of fact. The 
absolute, they say, realises itself in and through finite particu- 
lars. Their absolute is not a static absolute which knows no 
movement or change but a dynamic one, being real in parti- 
culars and in change. 

But if finite particulars are only finite particulars — and 
they cannot be other than what they are — how can the absolute 
be real in them ? In finite particulars only finite particulars 
can be real. There does not appear to be in them any room 
for the reality of something which is utterly different from 
them. When we look at finite particulars, i.e., at those facts 
which are conceived as finite particulars, we can find only 
finite particulars. Having conceived them as finite particu- 
lars, we cannot at the same time think of them as the embodi- 
ment of the absolute and infinite. If we are to see the abso- 
lute and infinite in them we shall have to lose sight of their 
finite particularity ; that is to say, they will no longer exist as 
finite particulars for us. We cannot, therefore, say that the 
absolute is real in finite particulars. The absolute can be real 
only in itself and not in something else which is opposed to 
it. 

It may be said that our knowledge of facts as finite parti- 
culars represents only a first view of things which is never 
quite adequate. An adequate knowledge of them would 
require us to see in them the embodiment of the absolute and 
infinite. 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


107 


But if facts are not truly known when they are conceived 
as finite particulars, the only possible conclusion is that they 
are not in reality the finite particulars we thought them to be. 
We shall have to admit that they are not finite particulars. 
If this is so, then it is meaningless to say that the absolute is 
real in finite particulars, because the finite particulars in 
which the absolute is to be real are not there. 

It may be maintained that just as a whole is real only in 
its parts, although the parts as parts are never the whole, the 
absolute is real only in finite particulars, although finite parti- 
culars as such are not the absolute. 

But even this way of looking at the matter does not solve 
all our difficulties. When it is said that the absolute is real 
in finite particulars just as a whole is real in its parts, what 
seems to be meant is either that the relation between the abso- 
lute and finite particulars is similar to the relation between 
whole and parts, or that the absolute is actually a whole of 
which finite particulars are the parts. Both these alterna- 
tives, however, seem hardly tenable. 

The relation between whole and parts is a particularly 
intimate relation. It is such that neither of its terras can be 
thought away from the other. We cannot think of anything 
as a part without thinking at the same time of a whole of 
which it is a part. Whole and part are never intelligible 
apart from each other. But although it is asserted that finite 
particulars have no independent reality apart from the absolute 
and that the absolute is not really apart from the particulars, 
our idea of finite particulars does not appear to be such that 
we should be unable to think of finite particulars without 
thinking of the absolute quite in the same way as we are 
unable to think of a part as part without thinking of the whole 
of which it is a part. By finite particulars we understand the 
particular facts of our experience, such as chairs and tables 
we see or pleasures and pains we feel. Many intelligent 
people are well acquainted with these facts but they do not 
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betray any knowledge of the absolute. They seem to have 
quite an intelligible idea of what a chair or a pleasure is 
without being under the necessity of knowing anything about 
the absolute. They know that these are finite particulars but 
they do not know that there is an absolute standing in a 
necessary relation to them . 

We conclude therefore that the relation between the 
absolute and finite particulars is not strictly similar to the 
relation between a whole and its parts. 

Let us now see if we can consistently maintain that the 
absolute is actually a whole composed of finite particulars. 

In order to know that a thing is a whole, we must have 
a unified idea of its parts. If we are to know that the absolute 
is a whole, we must know the particular facts under the form 
of a unity. But the particular facts in their nature are 
absolutely endless. We can never come to an end of them. 
The procession of facts runs from the beginning of time to 
the end of it ; and nobody can see to the end of time. It is 
impossible, therefore, for us to know all these facts and view 
them under the form of a unity. So we cannot know the 
absolute and cannot assert that it is a real whole. 

It is also said that the absolute is real in and through the 
particulars. But some obscurity, if not confusion, of thought 
seems to lie hidden in the phrase ‘ in and through.’ ‘ Through’ 
implies instrumentality ; it indicates the way, whereas ‘in’ shows 
the final resting place. The two ideas seem to be somewhat 
incompatible. When it is said that something is real through 
‘a:’ we understand that the reality of the thing is to be found 
beyond aj. When it is said that the thing is real in cc, we 
understand either that the thing itself is x or that it is to be 
found in x. But when it is asserted that the thing is real in 
and through x, we are invited to think of the thing as at once 
in X and outside of it. This involves us in self-contradiction. 
We do not know how this contradiction is evaded by those who 
say that the absolute is real in and through finite particulars. 
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It appears to us that in the opinion of these writers the ab- 
solute cannot be real anywhere outside the finite particulars 
of their experience ; but in experience they only find finite 
particulars and do not really see the absolute. This incon- 
gruence between theory and experience has given rise in them 
to an unconscious hesitancy of thought which finds expression 
in the somewhat vague phrase ‘in and through,’ 

The position we have so far considered is that the absolute 
is real in finite particulars, But, it is supposed, there is no 
static absolute and there are no fixed particulars. There are 
movement and change everywhere. So the absolute cannot 
already be a finished product or an accomplished fact. It is 
therefore supposed to be realising itself in the world process. 
This idea of the absolute realising itself in the world is a 
fundamental tenet of the type of idealism to which both Sir 
Henry Jones and Dr, Turner are committed. 

But this way of conceiving the absolute raises certain 
questions which cannot easily be answered. If the absolute 
is anything then reality in the highest sense must belong to 
it. That is to say, if we are to think anything of the absolute 
we must think of it as real. But if the absolute is real, already 
and always, we cannot then speak of it as realising itself. 
That which is yet in the process of realisation cannot properly 
be said to be real already in the fullest sense. It is only 
coming into being. This suggests that it will attain the 
culmination of its being sometime in the future, at least in 
what we must now understand as future. This means that 
the absolute is not yet wholly real ; otherwise it would not be 
spoken of as realising itself. But this militates against our 
very idea of the absolute. The absolute must be real in its 
own right and it should not seek the adventitious aid of the 
world process to make itself real. 

On the other hand if the absolute is already real as it 
seems it should be, it is difficult to understand why it should 
unnecessarily duplicate itself in the world . If the absolute 
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is already real and if it also realises itself in the world, the 
realisation of the absolute in the world cannot but be viewed 
as a duplication of the absolute. And for this duplication no 
reason can be found. So if we say that the absolute is 
realising itself in the world, we must believe either that the 
absolute is not yet real or that it is unnecessarily duplicating 
itself in the world. Both these alternatives seem equally 
unsatisfactory. 

It may be said that we have created these difficulties for 
ourselves by starting with two wrong suppositions. First, it 
may be objected, we have without justification separated the 
absolute from the world process and, secondly, we have 
supposed that the absolute is something to appear at the end 
of the world process. If we do away with the separation 
between the absolute and the world process, then the question 
of the unnecessary duplication of the absolute in the world 
would not arise at all. And if, further, we think that the 
absolute is not something to emerge as the result of the world 
process, but is the process itself, then we shall have no reason 
to complain of the present unreality of the absolute ; because 
the process runs from past to future and is always 
present. 

But if we do away with the distinction between the 
absolute and the world process, our idealism will be indistin- 
guishable from crass naturalism. W.hat is in reality there, 
we shall have to think, is the world process only and nothing 
seems to be gained by applying the name absolute to it. If 
there is to be any distinction between idealism and naturalism, 
then, it appears that the absolute cannot simply be identified 
with the world process. 

If we suppose that the absolute is the process itself 
and not something which is being evolved in the process, 
then we cannot say that the absolute is realising itself in the 
process. For it is absurd to say that the process is realising 
itself in the process. If it is true that the absolute is 
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realising itself in the process, then, the process itself cannot be 
the absolute. The process is the process. It is just what is 
there and it does not need to realise itself in a further process. 

But the difficulties of the position that the process is the 
absolute do not end here. In the first place, it is difficult to 
understand how a process by itself can be anything at all. 
And when we have raised a process to the position of the abso- 
lute it is evident that there is nothing else to determine its 
nature or character. But a process, as distinguished from 
something which is undergoing the process, is a mere abstrac- 
tion. If, however, we grant that there is something in 
process, that something must be distinguishable and different 
from the process as such. If the process were the absolute, 
if it were all that exists, then the process would not even be 
known as a process. A process, which is nothing but a series 
of movements and change, cannot be known as such unless 
there is something which is not wholly involved in the process 
but maintains itself in its self-sameness throughout the whole 
process. In order to understand that there is a process it is 
necessary that there should be something or somebody who 
can be conscious of the different stages of the process which 
are different from one another. If he himself were involved 
in the process, if, that is, he himself suffered change in being, 
he would be unable to say that there has been a change. And 
without such information we can by no means assert that there 
is a process. We see therefore that for the being of process 
as well as for our knowledge of it as a process, it is necessary 
that there should be something which is not wholly involved 
in the process itself. In other words we can never say that a 
process can ever be the absolute. 

It may be objected that we have conceived the process 
too abstractly. There is no such thing as mere process with- 
out something which is in process. The absolute is in process 
and the absolute is not simply a name for mere change. The 
absolute is permanent in the midst of change. When we 
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take a process concretely we find that it includes that which 
is in process. And something can be said to be in process 
only because it persists through the change implied by the 
process. 

But however concretely we may take the process in which 
the absolute is made real, we are afraid we cannot overcome 
the difficulties we have already pointed out. Even in its con- 
cretest form a process cannot get rid of change and movement. 
And if we identify the absolute with the world- process, we 
cannot by any means save it from the inevitable fate of 
change. But what sort of absolute will it be if it suffers 
change ? If the absolute itself becomes different from moment 
to moment, it will scarcely deserve the name of the absolute. 

Attempts may be made to get out of this difficulty by 
supposing either that there is change in the absolute but not 
of the absolute or that the absolute remains permanent in 
spite of change. The first alternative supposes that the ab- 
solute itself does not change although there may be change 
within it. The second alternative means that the absolute 
changes, but instead of losing itself in change it maintains 
itself through change or in spite of it. To us both these alter- 
natives appear equally objectionable. A change within the 
absolute which will not result in a change of the absolute 
seems inconceivable. A whole is constituted and determined 
by its parts. A change in the parts means a corresponding 
change in the whole. We cannot think that the absolute 
would remain the same if everything within it were different. 
The absolute cannot be conceived after the fashion of a hard 
shell which remains unaffected by the changing contents 
enclosed within it. 

The other alternative has also to meet similar difficulties. 
It is very well to say that the absolute is permanent in the 
midst of change ; but it is very difficult to discover what is 
permanent in the series of change which constitutes the 
process of the world. If nothing can actually be found to be 
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permanent, we have no right to assert that there is anything 
which remains permanent in the midst of change and can, 
therefore, be described as the absolute. 

Even if we suppose that the absolute remains permanent 
through change, we have still to ask whether absoluteness 
belongs to it in so far as it changes or in so far as it remains 
permanent. Prom our previous discussions it is evident that we 
cannot regard it as the absolute in so far as it changes. The 
absolute is itself only in so far as it does not change. Now, if 
a process is always bound up with inevitable change and if the 
absolute as such cannot change, it is difficult to imagine how 
any process can ever be given the status of the absolute. 

It may be said that although a process means a series of 
change, the series itself does not change. The process, which 
is the absolute, has got an identity about itself that cannot be 
mistaken. It does not become other than itself. So if 
changelessness is a condition of anything being the absolute, 
there is no reason why a process should be unable to fulfil 
this condition. 

Or it may be said that although the world process is not 
the absolute in so far as it changes, it is also not the absolute 
merely in so far as it remains permanent. It is the absolute 
because it combines in itself both permanence and change. 
As Sir Henry Jones says, a process implies sameness as well as 
change {A Faith that Enquires, p. 239). 

Now it is no doubt true that even a change must be what 
it is. It cannot be something other than itself. It is also 
true that a series of change may not itself suffer any further 
transformation, although it is not inconceivable that there 
should be a change in a series of change. When we have 
conceived of the complete series of change as constituting the 
whole world process, we need not predicate further change of 
the series. But when everything is said about the identity 
of the process, the difficulties of regarding it as the absolute 
still do not disappear. First, there is no such thing as a 
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standing process. As we have already said a process utterly 
lacks the principle of self-maintenance. One part of it must 
disappear before another part can make its appearance. Real- 
ity for a time or mere passing reality belongs to its parts and 
the process as a whole can nowhere and at no time be actually 
found. A process in the last analysis is only coming into 
being and passing out of it ; and this can never be accepted 
as a fit characterisation of the absolute. 

As for the contention that the absolute combines in itself 
both sameness and change, we have only to say that this is 
more easily said than conceived. It is easy to say that the 
absolute remains the same, although there is change in it ; but 
it is difficult to understand how it can be so. If by change we 
should understand what is opposed to permanence, then it 
appears impossible that we should be able to ascribe them both 
to one and the same thing. The absolute can remain the same 
only on the condition that it should not change. It is im- 
possible that it should change and also remain the same. 

Sir Henry Jones says : “After all, the many are the 
different forms of the one’ ’ (p. 239). But it is not easy to 
understand how that which is one in being can at the same 
time be many in form. We do not suppose that there can be 
any possible separation between the form and the being of 
things. A thing cannot indifferently take on any form which 
will not touch its being. The many can be the form of the 
one only when multiplicity has penetrated to its very root 
and destroyed its unity. 

We do not suppose that Sir Herny Jones or any other 
great writer on the subject does not realise these and other 
difficulties which are inherent in the position that the absolute 
is in process. In fact Sir Henry Jones has himself referred 
to some of these difficulties. But he believes that they can 
be solved. After referring at one place to the fact, “ that 
process within a whole — ^the process of growth for instance — 
is possible, when process of the whole would be unthinkable” 
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he says, “ The difiB.culty is real, but it is noti nsuperable” 
(p. 298). The difficulty of regarding the absolute as in process 
may be more explicitly stated in his own words. “ The parts 
or element of a whole may appropriate its environment and 
grow by means of it ; but for the whole or absolute there 
can be no environment, nothing by reference to which it could 
change.” How is this difficulty to be overcome ? Jones 
thinks it can be overcome if we conceive the absolute after 
the analogy of self-conscious beings. “ Self-conscious beings 
are capable of changes purely from within.” There may be 
a transition from one experience to another and fuller ex- 
perience and this transition may be achieved without reference 
to any external environment. 

But the cases of self-conscious beings, such as men, and 
of the absolute are not exactly alike ; and so what is possible 
in the case of men may not be possible in the case of the 
absolute. Even though some change is possible in the life 
and experience of a self-conscious being, it cannot be proved 
that he owes this change wholly to himself. For he cannot 
be completely isolated from the world and we cannot decide 
how much he owes to himself and how much he receives from 
the world. Even when we find that there is no reference to 
any external environment, we cannot be sure that there is no 
reference inwardly to something which goes beyond him. 
Man is not related simply to the external world but he is also 
inwardly linked on to the larger life of the whole. We cannot 
think that despite his physical relation to the rest of the 
world, man is spiritually a windowless monad closely shut up 
within the four walls of his being against the inflow of all 
spiritual influence. Both inwardly and outwardly he is bound 
up with that which goes beyond him and by no mechanism 
can he be inwardly insulated. So when we find any change 
in him which is not due to the influence of external circum- 
stances, it is open to us to suppose that it is due to his greater 
appropriation of the larger life of the whole. But in the case 
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of the absolute there is nothing that goes beyond it and so 
any process of the absolute would be unthinkable. The dis- 
similarity between the case of self-conscious human beings and 
that of the absolute is admitted by Jones himself. He is not 
sure how much of what is true of human experience can be 
true of the absolute experience. He further admits that the 
sort of transition we have in attaining greater knowledge can- 
not evidently be ascribed to the absolute, since the absolute 
possesses all knowledge from the beginning and no expansion 
of, or addition to, it is ever possible. But he still attributes 
process to the absolute and makes it participate in infinite 
process. Such participation, however, even if it were 
possible, would inevitably result in the fall of the absolute 
from its infinitude and perfection . 

It may be objected that in repudiating change of the 
absolute, we are advocating the principle of a static absolute. 
But the question is whether the absolute can be anything but 
static. To move or to change is to show oneself in a state of 
unstable equilibrium and this should be considered a defect 
in what claims to be absolutely perfect. We have heard 
much, almost too much, about the dynamic activity of the 
absolute. But such characterisation of the absolute in terms 
of dynamism and activity has failed, we must confess, to 
bring any enlightenment to us. All activity is directed towards 
the removal of some want or the fulfilment of some purpose 
or the overcoming of some obstacle. But all this appears 
clearly impossible in the case of the absolute. The absolute 
cannot have any deficiency or want in it nor can there be 
anything opposed to the absolute which it may try to conquer. 
If the absolute is perfect, as it seems it must be, then we fail 
to understand how it can be or why it should be active. We 
are one with Bradley in holding that nothing perfect can 
really move. All activity or movement gives proof of some 
inner discord. We believe that the absolute can be at peace 
with itself. The restlessness of activity must be incompatible 
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with the fulness of being which the absolute possesses. 
We do not hesitate, therefore, to confess that the absolute 
in which we can believe must be an absolute of static 
perfection. 

It appears absurd to us that what is absolute and perfect 
should yet be liable to change. Sir Henry Jones says : “It 
looks obvious that what is perfect cannot change except for 
the worse” (p. 358). But he still thinks that the universal 
process does not come to a stop with the absolute but involves 
the absolute in its never-ceasing course. We cannot, how- 
ever, get rid of the obvious fact that what is perfect, if it 
were to change, would change only for the worse; for since 
perfection is not susceptible of further improvement a change 
in what is perfect must indicate a fall from the state of 
perfection. 

It is supposed that movement from perfection to perfec- 
tion is possible and is a fact, although it is admitted tbat “ A 
movement from perfection to perfection looks like a logical 
impossibility ” (p. 359). Sir Henry Jones adduces, in favour 

of this supposition, the instance of human life at different 
stages. He says that a child may be perfect as a child and 
a grown-up man may also be perfect as a grown-up man 
although there is a movement in the life of a man from 
childhood to manhood. 

But can perfection be conceived in this narrow fashion ? 
If to be perfect is to be perfect as something or somebody, 
then there would remain little meaning in perfection as such. 
Following the principle, which seems to underlie the above 
supposition, we might as well say that a thief may be perfect 
as a thief and if he later on becomes a saint, i.e., perfect 
as a saint, we should be able to say that in his case too there 
has been a movement from perfection to perfection. 
Anything at any stage cannot but be appropriate to the 
stage which it occupies and if we suppose this to be its 
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perfection then we have emptied perfection of all its significa- 
tion. 

The perfection of childhood is not the perfection of man* 
hood. But when one contends that there can be no movement 
from perfection to perfection one means that there is a 
definite meaning of perfection which does not change from 
stage to stage. If perfection had different meanings at 
different stages or in different contexts, there would not be 
even the appearance of a problem in the supposition that what 
is perfect may yet be liable to change. The problem is there 
because by perfection we understand one definite state or 
quality which is such that no further improvement upon it is 
possible, conceivable or desirable. Understood in this sense 
perfection seems to debar the possibility of all movement. 
What is perfect cannot change even for the worse. For what 
is liable to change for the worse is certainly inferior to that 
which does not change, and cannot, therefore, be regarded 
as absolutely perfect in view of the fact that there is some- 
thing which is better and has, therefore, a better title to 
perfection. 

It is at least certain that by perfection we should under- 
stand one thing and one thing only, whatever that may be. 
If this is so, there does not seem to be any possibility of 
ascertainable movement from perfection to perfection. To 
move from perfection to perfection is the same thing as to 
remain always in perfection. 

Convinced perhaps of the difficulties of his position Sir 
Henry Jones seeks to improve his position by adding “Besides, 
may not the process once more rather than either of the 
stages be the true object of judgment and the divine mode of 
existence ? ” (P. 360.) But if the whole process is the object 
of judgment and is pronounced to be perfect, if, that is, per- 
fection belongs only to the whole process, then, too, there 
cannot be any movement from perfection to perfection; 
because the process must include all stages and we cannot 
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conceive of a further stage which may be perfect and to which 
the process may move. 

Thus we see that the idea of the absolute given by the 
writers now under consideration is far from strictly consistent 
and as such it seems to have a very meagre title to reality. 
Improbable as the reality of such an absolute is, it is even 
more improbable that it should bo the ideal of goodness or the 
standard of value. When we regard the absolute as a whole 
of finites we find that it includes everything in the world 
at different levels of existence. Such a whole, however, is 
equally present in everything or in nothing at all, and so 
everything would have the same value or nothing would have 
any value at all, the positions being strictly indistinguishable 
from each other. If we take the absolute, not simply as 
a whole which may even be static, but as something which 
is a process, the dMculty of regarding it as the ideal becomes 
greater still. A process is a changing something. If the 
absolute, which is supposed to be the standard of value, were 
to change, there would be no fixity or finality in our judg- 
ments of value. The standard being liable to variation, the 
judgments must inevitably vary and so what is regarded 
to-day as good may not be so regarded two days hence. This 
will put an end to all serious thinking about the matter. 

Professor A. S. Pringle-Pattison is another writer who 
has treated of value and the ideal ; and in his writings we 
have found some very valuable suggestions about the nature 
and being of the ideal. He too has upheld that “ The Stan- 
dard or principle of value must be found in the nature of the 
system as a whole” {The Idea of God, p. 223), “ that the 
nature of reality can only mean the systematic structure 
discernible in its appearances, and that this must furnish us 
with our ultimate criterion of value ” (p. 326);. He likes to 
designate the ultimate reality by the name of God, and God 
in his view seems to stand for God of theism as well as for 
the absolute of philosophy. Professor Pringle-Pattison has 
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been mainly responsible for drawing pointed attention to some 
of the drawbacks of the absolutistic philosophy of Hegel, He 
has, however, been on the whole a sympathetic critic of 
absolutism ; he has sought to ‘ correct ’ rather than ‘ reject ’ 
absolutism altogether. But his proposed corrections seem 
to have resulted in laying his own theory open to many serious 
speculative difidculties. 

Professor Pringle- Pattison has dwelt upon the abstract- 
ness of the view which regards God as separated from the 
world. God must be viewed always in relation with the world 
and the relation is that of creation. “ God is known to us 
as creator of the world, we have no datum, no justification 
whatever, for supposing his existence out of that relation ” 
(p. 310). But the idea of creation tends to pass into that of 
manifestation, not the making of something out of nothing, 
but the revelation in and to the finite spirits of the infinite 
riches of the divine life. 

Let us try to understand what all this means. Professor 
Pringle-Pattison speaks the language of Hegelian idealism 
when he says that God is manifested in the world — that divine 
life is revealed in the life of finite spirits. He uses the 
theistic term ‘ creation ’ but when creation is understood in 
the sense of manifestation, the idea of activity connected with 
creation disappears and the original idea of creation seems 
to be altogether lost. For manifestation seems to be part of 
the being of God ; if he is there he must needs be manifested. 
It does not require any special activity on the part of God 
to manifest himself. It is bound up with his being. So when 
we say that God manifests himself in the world, we mean that 
he exists through it. It is also contended that the world has 
no independent existence. It exists through God. As profes- 
sor Pringle-Pattison himself has expressed “ in more abstract 
philosophical language, the infinite in and through the finite^ 
the finite in and through infinite — this mutual implication is 
the ultimate fact of the universe as we know it ” (p. 316). 
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The alleged implication of the finite by the infinite and of 
the infinite by the finite seems to give rise to many difficulties. 
Professor Pringle-Pattison seems to say that the infinite is 
real in and through the finite, and the finite is real in 
and through the infinite. We have already remarked 
upon the difficulty of conceiving the same pair of terms 
in relations of ‘ in ’ and ‘ through.’ Difficult as it is to 
conceive how the infinite is real in the finite as well as 
tlirough the finite, it is more difficult to understand how 
both the finite and the infinite are to be real through 
each other. If the finite implies the infinite in the sense 
that the finite cannot be real without the infinite, the infinite 
cannot imply the finite in the same sense. If the finite 
cannot be real unless the infinite is there, if, that is, the 
infinite must be real before the finite can be real, then we 
cannot in the same sense say that the infinite cannot be real 
unless the finite is there, i.e., the finite must be real before 
the infinite can be real. When we say that the infinite is real 
through the finite and the finite is real through the infinite 
and also speak of their mutual implication, we appear to 
mean that the implication in both cases is absolutely parallel. 
And this makes the position unintelligible. If by the propo- 
sition that the finite is real through the infinite it is meant 
that the prior being of the infinite is necessary for the being 
of the finite, the proposition that the infinite is real through 
the finite should mean that the prior being of the finite is neces- 
sary for the being of the infinite. (Priority in both cases 
may be understood as logical.) But if this is so, we can 
obtain neither the finite nor the infinite ; because in order 
to obtain the finite, we must first get the infinite, but in order 
to obtain the infinite, we must get the finite, which we have 
not yet got. 

It may be said that we obain the infinite and the finite 
together and at once. But if this be the case, we have no 
right to assert that the one is mediated by the other. It seems 
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absolutely certain that there must be something which enjoys 
unmediated existence. If everything exists through some- 
thing else, i.e., has to be mediated by something, we 
inevitably get either an infinite regress or a manifest self- 
contradiction. 

It is supposed that God is revealed or expressed in the 
world. Now, God cannot be separated from his revelation. 
He is what he reveals or expresses himself to be. We have 
no reason to think that he can be anything else. If the 
being of God is expressed in the world, the world becomes 
identified with God. The only choice before us is between 
naturalism and pantheism. If godless naturalism proves 
revolting to our theistic frame of mind, the only other alter- 
native in the light of this theory is to suppose that everything 
in the world is saturated with the being of God. If the 
divine life expresses itself ‘ in and through ’ everything in the 
world, everything becomes either a mode of the divine or an 
instrument for its manifestation. In either case we are 
completely relieved of all responsibility in life and we lose all 
chance of achieving any goodness in the world, because we 
become either merged in the divine being or become only 
powerless tools in its hands. 

No one has argued more forcefully than Professor 
Pringle-Pattison against the pantheistic view of the world 
which leads to such consequences. But we do not see how 
these consequences can be avoided by Professor Pringle- 
Pattison himself if he insists on maintaining that the being 
of God is expressed in the world and that we are ereated by him 
in the sense that he has manifested himself in us. In order 
to avoid these consequences Professor Pringle-Pattison claims 
substantive existence and individual independence for us. 
But he has failed to show how our ‘ creaturely dependence ’ 
on God can be reconciled with the measure of independence 
which is claimed for us. It is impossible to say where we 
determine ourselves and where we are determined by God ; 
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we cannot draw a line between our activity and the activity 
of God in us. If God reveals himself in us, all that we do 
or are should redound to the glory of God and we should 
neither be held responsible for our worst sins nor be given 
credit for our best actions. Our independence and activity 
cannot be reconciled with our dependence on God and the 
activity of God in us. Professor Pringle-Pattison seems to 
recognize this fact and therefore he pronounces it to be 
incomprehensible “how the measure of individual in- 
dependence and initiative which we enjoy is compatible 
with the creative function or the all-pervasive activity 
of the divine.” But he still maintains “ in whatever sense 
or in whatever way our thoughts and actions form part 
of the divine experience, we know that it is a sense which 
does not prevent them from being ours. We are agreed that 
no speculative difidculties could override this primary certain- 
ty ” (p. 391). It may be primary certainty of moral con- 
sciousness that our thoughts and actions are ours but the 
metaphysical theory consonant with this certainty is not 
certainly that the divine experience also consists of such 
thoughts and actions. So long as we assert them both, the 
primary certainty of normal consciousness and the theory 
of divine immanence, we cannot but be involved in self- 
contradiction. ‘ No speculative difficulties ’ may ‘ override 
this certainty.’ But so long as these difficulties are there, 
philosophy cannot be said to have performed its task properly 
for us. The true task of philosophy is not to create specu- 
lative difficulties but to solve them, and the philosophy which 
ends with them has very little to recommend itself for our 
acceptance. 

Apart from these difficulties, we find that the nature 
©f the absolute described by Professor Pringle-Pattison is 
really incomprehensible. In fact he himself has admitted 
(fhat it is s*. “ The true revelation of the divine must be 

sought,” he says, “ in the systematic structure of finite 
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experience as a whole” (p. 221). But finite experience is 
distributed in innumerable finite centres and we can form no 
idea of the whole which should take up in itself all finite ex- 
periences. At another place he has said that “the universe 
is to be thought of, in the last resort, as an experience not 
limited to the intermittent and fragmentary glimpses of this 
or the other finite consciousness but resuming the whole 
life of the world in a fashion which is necessarily incompre- 
hensible save by the absolute itself “ (p. 390). It is not simply 
the manner, in which the absolute resumes the whole life of 
the world in itself that is incomprehensible ; the nature of 
the absolute thus constituted is also incomprehensible It has 
been said that “ the standard or principle of value must be 
found in the nature of the system as a whole.” But when 
the nature of the system as a whole is found to be incompre- 
hensible, we do not understand how it can be used as the 
standard. 



CHAPTER \III 


The Ideal as the Absolute (continued). 

In modern times no two writers have done more for the 
advancement of the philosophy of the absolute than Bradley 
and Bosanquet. There are some minor differences of detail 
and emphasis in the views of these two celebrated writers ; 
but in the main they uphold the same view of the absolute. 
It will be convenient for us to consider their views together. 
Eor our purpose the difference between their views is not at 
all important and we shall assume that it does not exist. 

We have already referred to Bosanquet’s view that the 
whole is the ultimate standard of value (as well as of reality). 
We do not know if the idea of value was very important for 
Bradley. But this much is certain that he definitely connect- 
ed value with satisfaction and also held that what did not 
satisfy us completely could not be ultimately real. If the 
absolute is ultimately real, it must be completely satisfactory 
and to us possessed of supreme value. It is the absolute, 
therefore, which can be the ultimate standard of value. 
Whether this is so or not, our first concern is to find out what 
the absolute is according to these writers and then we shall 
examine whether the absolute described by them is likely to 
be real and can serve as the ideal. 

Bradley says, “ Reality then is one and it is experience ” 
(Appearance and Reality, p. 530). “ The universe is one in this 
sense that its differences exist harmoniously within one whole 
beyond which there is nothing. Hence the absolute is, so far, 
an individual and a system.” Bradley realises that if we stop 
short with this description of tfie absolute, we shall be left 
with something formal and abstract, and so he goes on to say : 
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“ When we ask as to the matter which fills up the empty out- 
line we can reply in one word that this matter is 
experience.” “ We perceive on reflection that to be real, or 
even barely to exist, must be to fall within sentience. 
Sentient experience in short is reality and what is not this is 
not real ” (p. 144). “ Being and reality are in brief one thing 
with sentience.” “ Our conclusion, so far will be this, that 
the absolute is one system, and that its contents are nothing 
but sentient experience ” (pp. 146-47). Bosanquet too speaks 
of reality as a consistent unity (Logic, Vol. II, p, 213), ‘ as 
absolute experience.’ (The Principle of Individuality and 
Value, p. 260). The ultimate reality is the absolute ex- 
perience which includes and transmutes all finite experience 
in a harmonious whole. ‘ The general formula of the 
absolute, I repeat, the transmutation and rearrangement of 
particular experiences, and also of the contents of particular 
minds by inclusion in a completer whole of experience is a 
matter of everyday verification’ (p. 373). 

Bradley makes a distinction between reality and 
appearance. And this distinction is implied in the writings of 
Bosanquet also. Consistency or harmony is the test of reality 
and so if there is contradiction in anything, it cannot be said 
to be real. It is a fundamental faith of their philosophy that 
reality must be without self-contradiction. Bradley has 
examined various categories of ordinary thought, such as 
substance, quality, relation, etc., which we certainly employ 
in our attempts to understand the world, and he condemns 
them all, because the searching light of his dialectic has 
discovered to him that they are all infected with inherent 
self-contradiction. But even though they are appearance, 
they are not mere nothing, altogether unreal. They are real 
at least as appearance. There must be some core of reality in 
all appearance, otherwise there would be no appearance at all. 

Bradley himself writes: “Appearance without reality 
would be impossible ; for what then could appear ? And 
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reality without appearance would be nothing, for there is 
certainly nothing outside appearance. But on the other hand 
Eeality (we must repeat this) is not the sum of things. It 
is the unity in which all things, coming together, are trans- 
muted, in which they are changed all alike, though not 
changed equally” (pp. 487-88). But if reality is in appear- 
ances, what becomes of the distinction between appearance 
and reality ? Again, is there reality in all appearances, that is, 
are all appearances equally real ? These difficulties are sought 
to be solved by the doctrine of degrees in truth and reality. 
There is no such thing as mere appearance. Appearance 
means only less of reality. Nothing is absolutely devoid of 
reality. Tnere is more or less of it in everything. Some 
appearances are more real than others, although nothing 
except the absolute is absolutely real. “ The absolute is each 
appeal ance, and is all, but it is not anyone as such. And it is 
not all equally, but one appearance is more real than another. 
In short, the doctrine of degrees in reality and truth is the 
fundamental answer to our problem. Everything is essential 
and yet one thing is worthless in comparison with others. 
Nothing is perfect, as such, and yet everything in some degree 
contains a vital function of perfection ” (p. 487). The abso- 
lute is therefore the all-inclusive unity which comprehends 
and transforms all things into a harmonious whole. That 
which suffers less transformation in becoming an element of 
the absolute is more real than that which suffers more 
(p. 364). Everything has to be changed but nothing is to 
be lost. 

The massive and acute intellects of these writers have 
left their permanent mark on the thought and language of 
British philosophy. While going through their works no one 
can help being impressed by the depth and breadth of their 
philosophic insight. But in spite of these merits, their 
philosophy as a whole seems to suffer from a certain 
lack of coherence. They seem to have allowed themselves 
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some amount of looseness in thought and expression, and 
it seems to have produced the inevitable effect of obscurity 
and confusion. At any rate their view of the absolute and 
its appearances presents to us certain difficulties which we do 
not find it possible to overcome. 

It is sometimes said that the doctrine of degrees in truth 
and reality is one of the most important contributions that 
Bradley has made to modern philosophy (Pringle-Pattison). 
We have, however, utterly failed to comprehend the truth of 
this doctrine. It is of course not true that all writers on 
philosophy are agreed about the value of this doctrine. In 
fact many writers, who are not in sympathy with the philo- 
sophy of the absolute, propounded by Bradley and Bosanquet, 
have subjected this doctrine to adverse criticism. We do not 
propose to undertake an elaborate consideration of this 
doctrine here, but we shall only try to state our main difficul- 
ties with regard to it. 

In the first place, our ideas of truth and reality do not 
seem to be such as can possibly admit of any degrees. If 
anything is either true or real, it appears that it must be so 
wholly. We cannot conceive of a half-way house between 
truth and falsehood, between reality and unreality. Bradley 
admits that “ the absolute, considered as such, has, of course, 
no degrees ; for it is perfect, and there can be no more or less 
in perfection ” (p. 369). But do we not understand truth 
and reality also after the manner of perfection ? If we do, 
then should we not say that there can be no more or less in 
truth and reality ? Let us take the question of reality and 
omit the consideration of truth ; for our enquiry is mainly 
metaphysical. Bradley has made a distinction between reality 
and existence. He says : “ Existence is not reality, and 
reality must exist ” (p. 400) “ Existence is, in other words, 

a form of the appearance of the real ” (p. 400). He seems 
to have restricted the meaning of existence to the sphere of 
so-called appearance. Hence his use of the term existence 
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appears to be altogether technical. For us the meanings of 
existence and reality do not seem to be different from each 
other. A thing cannot be said to be real, if it does not 
exist ; and if it is real, it must also exist. At least if a thing 
is to be real, it must be there ; and if it is not there, it cannot 
be real. To be there does not necessarily mean to be in space 
or in time or in both. To be there simply means to be in fact, 
whether in space and time or out of them. If this is the 
ordinary meaning of reality, we can at once see that there can 
be no degrees in reality. To be there and not to be there do 
not seem to allow any middle path between them, .f any- 
thing is real, i. e., is there, it must be there utterly and 
absolutely. It is even conceivable that a thing should at once 
burst into being, but we cannot think of any gradual approach 
to it. 

If we are to find out the true character of 'anything, we 
must examine it where it is found in an unadulterated form. 
We cannot find out its true character where it is mixed up 
with something else. Now, reality in its purity is to be 
found only in the absolute ; everywhere else it is mixed up 
with appearance. But in the absolute, it is admitted, there 
are no degrees. We seem to be justified, therefore, in con- 
cluding that in reality as such there are no degrees. 

There can be more or less of a thing which admits of 
quantitative measurement. But our idea of reality does not 
seem to be such that it can- admit of such measurement. 
Rt*ality means the quality of being real. To be real never 
means to amount to a quantity. How is the reality of a thing 
to be measured by anything else ? (A thing cannot be measured 
by itself.) Its reality is wholly given in, and consists entirely 
of, the fact of its being. There may be various signs by 
which we may try to determine whether a thing is real. Our 
knowledge about it may be adequate or inadequate. But its 
being must always be sufidcient unto itself. W e may measure 
its length and breadth of which there may be more or less ; 
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but its being or reality must always be absolute and unfathom- 
able. If, therefore, reality does not admit of any quantitative 
measurement, it appears meaningless to say that there can 
be more or less of it. 

If there is nothing which is absolutely real, nor anything 
which is absolutely unreal, everything must be said to be 
both real and unreal, a manifest self-contradiction. You may 
say, if you like, that a thing is real in one sense and unreal 
in another. But for the sake of clearness, we have every 
right to demand that you should define your senses and stick 
to one sense only in one universe of discourse. Having done 
so, try if you can think of one and the same thing as both real 
and unreal. If you cannot say that a thing is real and unreal 
in the same sense, then it is evident that it must be either real 
or unreal, i.e,, there can be no degrees in its reality. 

It is sometimes suggested that when a thing is to the 
west of another, it is truer to say that it is to the north-west or 
south-west of the latter than to say that it is to the east. But 
from the point of view of truth, it is as wrong to say that it 
is to the north-west or south-west as to say that it is to the 
east. The thing is as unavailable in the south-west as in the 
east, and it is wrong to say that one statement is truer than 
the other. 

So we find that the doctrine of degrees in truth and 
reality is itself full of many difficulties and so it cannot 
be used to solve the difficulties which arise from the problem 
of reality and appearance. It is said that ‘ the presence of 
reality in all appearances is the last word of philosophy ’ 
(p. 551). But if there is reality in all appearances, what 
becomes of the distinction between reality and appearance ? 
If reality is present in a part of appearance, then the part 
in which reality is present being real, it will not be true 
to say that reality is present in all appearance. We can only 
say that it is present in what is real. In order that reality 
may be said to be present in all appearance, it is necessary 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


131 


that it should he present not only in the ‘ real ’ part of 
appearance but also in the ‘ appearance ’ part of it ; that is 
to say, it must be present in the whole of appearance. But 
when reality comes to be present in the whole of appearance, 
how can it fail to transform appearance into reality and thus 
obliterate the distinction between reality and appearance ^ 
The same consequence seems to follow if we take the 
following statements seriously : “Appearance without reality 
would be impossible, for what then could appear ? And 
reality without appearance would be nothing, for there is 
certainly nothing outside appearance ” (p. 487). If neither 
reality nor appearance can be anything without the other, 
how are they to be separated ? They must both be always 
in indissoluble union with each other. We must even go 
further and say that they should be identified. For if 
there certainly is nothing outside appearances, reality, if it 
is anything, can he found only within appearance. But even 
within appearance reality cannot be found only here and 
there, it should be found everywhere and throughout all 
appearance. If there is no reality in any part of appearance 
then to that extent appearance without reality would be 
possible. But we are told that appearance without reality 
is impossible. We have therefore to conclude that every 
fibre of appearance is penetrated through and through by 
reality. When we further know that there is no reality 
outside appearances, the conclusion becomes irresistible that 
appearance is the only reality that is there. 

On the other hand when the distinction between reality 
and appearance has been made, we feel that appearance 
should never have the status of reality. Bradley has rightly 
taken non-contradiction to be the test of reality. We can 
never believe in a standing contradiction in fact. Reality 
must always be reconciled to itself. We cannot say that 
reality is and is not, is something and something else at the 
same time. Our intellect cannot stand self-contradiction and 
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Bradley has rightly denied the title of reality to whatever 
he found infected with self-discrepancy. He has condemned 
all such aspects of things to appearance. Now, if appearance 
means that which involves self-contradiction (it is on this 
ground that anything is called an appearance), and if non- 
contradiction is an ultimate and valid criterion of reality, 
then we do not know how we can escape the conclusion that 
appearance is utterly unreal. 

It is said that appearance is real at least as appearance, 
it is not a mere nonentity. If it were nothing, how could 
it appear ? But, wc confess, the statement, that appearance 
is real as appearance, is incomprehensible to us. If to be 
real is one thing and to be appearance quite another, then it 
appears impossible to combine the two notions together and say 
that something can be real as appearance. This is as 
good as to say that a cow as a horse may be there. 

If appearance must be something in order that it may 
appear, why should you not call it real ? If you decide that 
it is not real (because it does not satisfy the test of reality) 
and still cannot get rid of the appearance, the only possible 
conclusion is that the appearance is an illusion, having no 
ontological connexion with reality. 

It is sometimes said that appearance is not mere appear- 
ance. But the distinction between appearance and mere 
appearance is almost meaningless. To be really an hppear 
ance is to be a mere appearance. In order to be distinguished 
from mere appearance something ‘ more ’ is presumed to be 
there. But what is ‘ more ’ is not precisely contained in the 
idea of appearance as such. Appearance therefore must be 
mere appearance. 

In Bosanquet’s view a part taken as the whole would b6 
an appearance, and since the part is there, it may be con- 
tended, the appearance cannot be wholly unreal. But even 
in this view, we venture to think, an appearance cannot but 
be absolutely unreal. When a part is takeu as a patt, the 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


133 


part 80 taken is not certainly an appearance ; it is real. “ Every- 
thing is real so long as you do not take it for more than it 
is ” (Principle, p. 240). The part becomes an appearance 
when and only when it is taken as the whole. But where is 
this monster of a part as a whole to be found ? The part 
which is there is the part as part. It is not an appearance. 
But the part as the whole, which is an appearance, can no- 
where be found in fact. It is simply not there. 

When we take the part as the whole we are certainly 
committing a mistake. The real object in this wrong know- 
ledge is the part which is there and it is not an appearance. 
That which is an appearance is the erroneous object which is 
attributed to be there without being there in fact. The 
erroneous object has no being in reality and we cannot say 
that it is real in any sense. There is an object in fact and 
there is an object in knowledge. In right knowledge both 
of them are identical, but in wrong knowledge the object 
in knowledge fails to achieve its identity with the object in 
fact. What is appearance is simply the object in knowledge 
which claims to be real with no power to fulfil its claim. 

Appearances, they say, cannot be thrown overboard. 
Where are they to go ? They must somehow be retained 
in the absolute. 

Appearances, when taken up into the absolute, must 
either remain what they are or they must become different. 
If they suffer absolutely no change, then the absolute be- 
comes merely a hotch-potch of appearances. And this is not 
the view of Bradley and Bosanquet. In their opinion appear- 
ances in becoming elements of the absolute, are modified, 
transformed or transmuted. But if they are necessarily to be 
transformed when they become part of the absolute, we cannot 
say that appearances as appearances are retained in the 
absolute. Nobody can say how far a particular appearance 
has to be changed before it can fit into the absolute and nobody 
can therefore guarantee that an appearance in the process of 
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transformation will not lose its proper character. If appear- 
ances are necessarily to be changed in being taken up 
in the absolute, they must cease to be appearances 
when they are made elements of the absolute. So long 
as they are appearances, they are liable to change and no 
further change will be necessary when and only when they 
have ceased to be appearances. This is what seems to be 
required by the doctrine that appearances are transmuted in 
the absolute. Now if appearances lose their proper character, 
it cannot be said that they are retained as appearances in 
the absolute. And if appearances are not retained as appear- 
ances, there is no sense in saying that they are retained at 
all. 

In order to attain reality a thing should be so altered 
as to be made free from its ‘ appearance ’ character. If it is 
wholly made up of appearance, it seems reasonable that it 
should wholly disappear. So long as we suppose that the 
world possesses the self-discrepant ciiaracter of appearance 
only, we cannot help thinking that it will altogether vanish 
in the absolute. The statement, therefore, that appearances 
are retained in the absolute seems to express a wish and not 
a truth, even according to the theory we are now considering. 

Thus we find that we should either identify appearance 
with reality or condemn it as wholly unreal. Bradley and 
Bosanquet seem to have done both. The explanation of this 
fact is probably to be found in the indefinite nature of 
appearance as such. These great philosophers reduced them- 
selves to the paradoxical position of supposing both that reality 
lives in appearances and that appearances are not reality, be- 
cause, we think, they lost sight of the fact that appearance 
as appearance has no metaphysical character. By a metaphy- 
sical character we mean the character of being real or unreal. 
An appearance as such is neither real nor unreal. In true 
knowledge it is real ; in illusion it is unreal. When a rope 
appears as a rope we have no reason to disbelieve the fact 
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that the appearance of the rope is identical with its reality. 
But when a rope appears as a snake, the appearance is 
certainly a false one. The snake as it appears is absolutely 
not there. It is no good saying that the snake exists in the 
forest or is there in the mind of the percipient subject in the 
form of an idea. The snake in the forest or in the mind 
forms no part of the appearance which is just in front of us. 
And as qualified by the time and the space, the appearance 
has nothing to substantiate itself. We say therefore that the 
illusory snake does not exist. But in illusion as well as in 
veridical perception the appearance as appearance is the same. 
An illusory snake as well as a real one presents the same 
appearance to us. As appearance the one appearance is as 
good as the other. But although, as appearance, there is 
nothing to distinguish one appearance from another, onto- 
logically there is the greatest difference between an 
illusory appearance and a real one. In real appearance 
we find what is really there ; but in illusory appear- 
ance there is only a vain claim to he something which 
is not there. Without some fundamental difference one 
appearance cannot be distinguished as illusory from another 
which is real. When we grant this, it becomes easy for us 
to understand that an appearance as appearance cannot 
possess any definite character. Some appearances are real, 
others are unreal ; and since there is nothing common between 
reality and unreality, we cannot say that appearances as appear- 
ances are anything at all. From the fact that there is an appear- 
ance we cannot assert either that it is real or that it is unreal. 
It may be real or it may be unreal. So when philosophers 
speak of appearance, they seem to think of it sometimes as 
real and sometimes as unreal ; and since from the nature of 
the case an appearance does not possess a definite character, 
they do not seem to keep one definite sense in their mind 
and are perhaps unconsciously led to make assertions of very 
different import with regard to appearance. 
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It has been said that outside appearances there is nothing 
and so it is suggested that the absolute lives in appearances. 
We ftnd ourse Ives confronted with appearances only, and so 
the absolute, if it is to be anything for us, must be construct- 
ed out of appearances. The appearances have, as it were, 
to be compounded into the absolute. But how is it possible ? 
If appearances are in every case infected with self-discrepancy 
will not the absolute, made out of them, be vitiated by the 
same defect? You cannot construct a self-consistent whole 
out of self-discrepant materials. It is said that by mutual 
supplementation the appearances cure themselves of their 
self-discrepancy and thus constitute a consistent whole which 
is the absolute. But if the supplementation is to be effective 
and if it is to remove their self-discrepancy, it can do so only 
by depriving them of their own character. That is to say, in 
being supplemented by one another, the appearances must 
cease to be appearances. This, in fact, has been suggested and 
implied by the writings of Bradley himself. Our contention 
is that, if it must be so, we have got only a negative idea of 
the absolute in which appearances are absent and it is then 
vain to say that the absolute lives in appearances or to sup- 
pose that appearance must have a place in the absolute. 

Bradley speaks of the absolute as a system. So far as we 
can understand it, a system is intelligible only as a whole of 
interrelated parts. There must be in a system different ele- 
ments co-ordinated to one another. The multiplicity of such 
co-ordinated elements seems essential to the being of a system. 
Unless the absolute becomes a bare manifold or shrinks into 
a point, two things seem to be important to constitute its 
systematic character. (1) There must be some difference of 
elements in the absolute, and (2) the elements in their turn 
should be so related to one another as to constitute a unity. 
We do not know how else we can conceive the character of a 
system. But if a system must always be a system of inter- 
related elements and if we are to conceive of the absolute 
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only as a system, it seems certain that there must he relations 
within the absolute. This will, however, at once destroy the 
character of the absolute and reduce it to appearance. For 
the idea of relation, according to Bradley, involves self- 
contradiction and if relations enter into the constitution of 
the absolute, the absolute itself will suffer from the self- 
contradiction and thus reduce itself to an appearance. The 
different facts of the world, it is urged, cannot simply fall 
away from reality. But they can find room in the absolute 
when and only when some elemental differences are left in the 
character of the absolute. But to provide for difference is to 
provide also for relation and if relation means self-contradiction 
it cannot be got rid of even by the absolute. 

Bradley has tried to facilitate our conception of the 
absolute by referring us to the immediacy of feeling which 
in his opinion is relationless. We do not feel inclined to 
believe that the absolute can be of the nature of an immediate, 
relationless feeling. In the first place, we do not know of 
any feeling which is really relationless. Even if we grant 
that the absolute is really of the nature of an immediate 
feeling, which is relationless, we are at a loss to understand 
how any metaphysical use can be made of such an absolute. 
We shall never be able to connect the homogeneous unity of 
a relationless feeling with the varied multiplicity of our 
experience. It is very difl&cult to see that an absolute of this 
sort is really the basis of the facts of our experience. These 
various facts of the world can never be traced back to the 
absolute or evolved out of it. The philosophy, which builds 
itself upon or ends with such an absolute, will not be able to 
function properly, inasmuch as it will fail to render any 
reasonable explanation of our experience. Bradley him- 
self has admitted that “why there are appearances and 
appearances of such various kinds are questions not to be 
answered ” (p. 611 ). In other words Bradley seems complete- 
ly to give up the idea of explaining our experience. Our 
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experience is presumably confined to appearances and we do 
not know why there should be any appearances at all, far less 
why there should be such appearances as we experience in 
our daily life. We are not asking why reality should be what 
it is. This question may well be quite illegitimate. But the 
question, why there should be appearances, if in truth there 
is only reality, appears quite legitimate and this remains un- 
answered. We find no reason why reality should go so far 
out of itself as to present itself as appearance. There does 
not seem to be anything in reality, as it is conceived here, 
which can account for the fact of appearance as well as for the 
sort of appearance that we see in the world. 

Bradley seems to be most consistent when he disclaims 
all real knowledge of the absolute. He says : “ Fully to realise 
the existence of the absolute is for finite beings impossible. 
In order thus to know we should have to be, and then we 
should not exist ” (p. 169). The knowledge of the absolute 
as absolute must be the full knowledge of it. Any partial 
knowledge of it can be derived even by looking at an 
appearance, since the appearance is also supposed to be par- 
tially real. If the absolute is to be known it must be known 
fully. We cannot say that we know the absolute and also admit 
that we know it only partially. To know the absolute in part 
is to know only appearance. But here it is expressly said that 
we cannot know the absolute fully. This should mean that we 
cannot know it at all. It has been realised that to know the 
absolute fully we should not exist. But if we cannot know the 
absolute so long as we exist, we cannot also know it when we 
do not exist. The conclusion seems inevitable that knowledge 
of the absolute is impossible for us. We cannot know it truly 
so long as we (appearances) are there ; we cannot of course 
know it when we are not there. Agnosticism seems to be the 
only legitimate conclusion of Bradley's philosophy. 

Bosanquet has laid more stress on the positive than on 
the negative side of the absolute and instead of referring us 
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to immediate feeling, he has referred us to higher forms of 
experience, to art, morality and religion, for an insight into the 
character of the absolute. But even he does not seem to have 
solved our difficulties. It is not enough for us to know that 
the absolute is a whole, a system or an individual, unless we 
know what whole, system or individual the absolute is. The 
belief, that there is some system in the world, may be there ; it 
may be explicitly held or only implied by all our activity of 
thought. But the system that is actually there is really known 
only when all its constituent elements are known and are 
known as forming the system. So the absolute can be known 
only when all its elements are known as constituting a harmo- 
nious whole. But it appears impossible that all the facts of 
the world should be known by any finite mind at any time. It 
appears even more so that they should actually be known as 
harmonising vitli one another. We find contradictions in our 
life and thought. All our activity, theoretical and practical, is 
directed towards the removal of these discrepancies either in 
life or in thought. If we had attained to a realisation of the 
harmonious whole which is one with the absolute, there would 
be no further activity and movement. It appears therefore that 
at least in our present state it is not possible for us to know 
the absolute as a completely harmonious system. 

Bosanquet has referred us to our higher experiences for 
evidence of his absolute. But even from these regions we do 
not seem to obtain an adequate idea of the absolute. It is no 
doubt true that some balance or harmony of material has to 
be achieved in all works of art. And we may believe that the 
type of a harmonious whole which we meet with in works of 
art represents the nature of the absolute. But we cannot know 
that the absolute is really a harmonious whole especially when 
our experience presents us with disjointed and mutually con- 
flicting facts. 

Morality concerns itself with good and evil. The dis- 
tinction and opposition between good and evil are vital to 
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moral experience. But we are told that such opposition is 
transcended in the absolute which is beyond good and evil. It 
appears impossible therefore that we should get a clue to the 
character of the absolute from moral experience. As for reli- 
gion, there too we have the opposition between God and man, 
between perfect and imperfect wills. God and man may be 
reconciled to each other. But the reconciliation as a fact does 
not come out in religious experience. The object of such 
experience does not seem to be God and man reconciled to 
each other, but God alone who has to be understood as exclu- 
sive of man and who cannot therefore be the whole or the 
absolute. Bosanquet himself does not believe that religion is 
the proper field for the realisation of highest metaphysical 
truth. We have therefore to conclude that the veil of our 
ignorance about the real nature of the absolute is not lifted 
even by the best advocates of absolutism. 

We see thus that the theory of the absolute advocated by 
Bradley and Bosanquet is beset with many difficulties. It is 
highly improbable that such an absolute should at all be real. 
If the absolute cannot be real, we cannot look upon it as the 
ideal, because the ideal must be real. Even if the absolute be 
real, it cannot serve as the ideal, for we have seen that its 
nature is incomprehensible and is really unknown to us and 
what is unknown and incomprehensible cannot be used as the 
standard and basis of our judgments of value. 



CHAPTER IX 


The Ideal as Absolute Existence, Knowledge and Bliss. 

It is customary for us to speak of things as better or 
worse than others. This presupposes that there should be some 
ideal best in the light of which things may be judged as 
better or worse. When we say that a thing is better than 
another, we mean that the one represents or realises the ideal 
more adequately than the other. If such judgments are to be 
true, and we cannot think that all such judgments are false, 
we have to admit that the ideal must be real and fixed. If 
the judgment ‘A is better than B’ is true, if, i.e., A is really 
better than B, then 0 or the ideal, the degree of ' nearness ’ to 
which determines the superiority of A to B, must be real. 
The judgment in question expresses a relation between A and 
B but it implies also a relation between A and C. The judg- 
ment can be true only on condition that the implied relation 
between A and 0 is there. And the relation between A and 
C can be there only if C is at least as real as A. If C were 
wholly unreal, a mere nothing, we could not talk of a real 
relation between A and 0. No such relation can subsist 
between a real term and a term which is not so. The ideal, C, 
which is implied in all judgments of comparative value, has 
therefore to be real whenever such judgments are true. 

When we say that the proposition ‘A is better than B’ 
is true, we mean that it is true for everybody and at all times. 
It cannot be true for some and not true for others or true only 
occasionally. There is no private ownership in the realm of 
truth. The fact that some persons may not be acquainted 
with any particular truth does not make the truth less true for 
them. In fact ‘ for me ’ or ‘ for you ’is always to be considered 
as an irrelevant addition when we are speaking of truth. Our 
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acquaintance with or ignorance of a particular fact does not 
affect in the least the truth or the falsehood of the proposition 
which seeks to express the fact. It is true that we cannot 
rationally assert anything about a fact with which we are not 
acquainted, and unless some assertion is made, there cannot be 
any truth or falsehood. But if the truth of an assertion strictly 
consists in the agreement with fact, it is easy to see that our 
acquaintance with the fact forms no part of such agreement. 
If we do not know the fact we may not be able to judge that 
the agreement is there. Our acquaintance with the fact is 
necessary for our judging that the agreement is there, but not 
for the acutal being of the agreement. Whether a proposition 
or a belief is known or not known to be true by this or that 
individual is a matter of history ; but the truth or the falsehood 
of a proposition is certainly not a matter of history. If a pro- 
position is true, it is always true. Space and time may quali- 
fy the terms of a proposition ; but its truth is never qualified 
by them. 

If a moral judgment is to remain in its truth the same 
throughout all time, the ideal or the standard which deter- 
mines its truth must also remain the same. If the standard or 
the ideal wholly disappears or suffers any change, our moral 
judgments would become correspondingly different. What 
is good to-day would become bad to-morrow. But we are 
never prepared for such a contingency in the moral world. 
When we sincerely think that a particular thing is good, we 
believe that it is always so. Many of the moral judgments of 
mankind have no doubt changed in course of history and what 
we are now considering as good may, in some cases, be found 
afterwards as not good. But this only shows the present im- 
perfect nature of our knowledge of moral truths. This can never 
indicate any changefulness in the moral truths themselves. 
The fundamental judgment that what is good (and is not simply 
considered to be good) is good at all times and places must 
remain unaffected by the accidents of human knowledsre. If 
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moral truths are immutable in their nature, the standard or the 
ideal which determines such truths cannot be regarded as liable 
to change. We have already argued that the ideal must be real. 
We now find that it should not be subject to change. We 
therefore conclude that the ideal is real in such a way that 
it never falls off from its reality. 

That which undergoes any change suffers on that account 
some fall from itself, i.e., from its being or reality. If a thing 
remains what it is, we do not know how we can say that it 
has changed. It changes because, and in so far as, it cannot 
remain itself and is forced to become different from what it is. 
This shows that a thing changes only when it fails to maintain 
itself in its self-existence. Its change must mean some fall 
from its reality. But because a thing is now real, it does not 
follow it will always remain so. It may suffer change and 
thus cease to be real. The things of the world of sense enjoy 
a sort of evanescent reality. They are there for a moment 
and in the next they pass out of existence. The being of the 
world, as known to us, passes every moment into non-being. 
Over against this passing reality of the world, there shines the 
eternal reality of the ideal which has attained, or is, itself so 
completely that there is never a fall from its reality. Such 
changeless existence is what we may call absolute existence 
(sat). By absolute existence we mean the sort of existence 
which suffers no change. The ideal is absolutely real (sat) 
in the sense that it is perfect in the enjoyment of its own 
existence, and there is nothing within or beside it to disturb 
the equilibrium of its being or to move it away from 
itself. 

From other considerations too we are led to the idea that 
the ideal must be real in this sense. If the ideal means any- 
thing for us, it must be that towards the realisation of which 
we direct all our rational efforts. So from the nature of the 
case the ideal can only be such as can never be dissociated 
from the idea of reality. What we are trying to realise can 
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never be a state of unreality or an empty void. On the other 
hand what we seek to realise must be in the first place a form 
of being which is in some sense fuller than what we at present 
enjoy. The ideal is ex hypothesi the highest form of perfection, 
and since there can be nothing higher than the highest, when 
the ideal is once reached nobody can rationally desire to move 
away from it. As we have already argued, the ideal can never 
be subject to a state of perpetual unrest. The ideal must be 
capable of giving final rest and lasting peace to our spirits. 
The notion of an ideal which is ever being realised but is never 
to be realised fully seems unsatisfactory. Unending voyage 
on a shoreless sea may fascinate certain spirits, for whom mere 
activity is an end in itself. For us an activity has meaning 
only as a means to an end which in principle must be 
attainable. When the final end of our life and being is 
reached there is no scope for any further activity. The end 
cannot he finally satisfactory if it were to change its character 
as soon as we reached it. The ideal must therefore he not 
only a form of reality but it must be a form of reality which 
is unchangeable in its nature. Its reality must be perfect in 
the sense that it is absolutely free from any tendency towards 
self-disruption or non-being. 

In concluding to the reality of the ideal from our very 
notion of it, we are not necessarily repeating here the old 
ontological argument in its common acceptance. Kant is 
generally supposed to have given the final quietus to this 
argument by showing that we cannot rationally pass from the 
idea of a thing to its reality. To have merely the idea of 
three hundred dollars is no proof that they are actually there 
in one’s pocket. There may be some difference of opinion as 
to what the ontological argument should be taken to mean. 
But if it means only an illegitimate passage from the idea of 
a thing to its reality, our argument for the reality of the ideal 
does not surely commit this error. It is true that we cannot 
assert that a thing is real simply because we happen to have 
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some idea of it. But when we argue that the ideal must be 
real we do not merely say that it must be so, simply and solely 
because we have the notion of the ideal in our mind. We are 
led to the conception of the ideal by the logic of the facts 
which are indisputable. The notion of the ideal is not a chance 
idea, which we may or may not have, like the idea of three 
hundred dollars or of a mountain of gold. It is not necessary 
for us to entertain these ideas explicitly nor are they implied 
by any fundamental form of our experience. But the notion 
of the ideal is a necessity for us. We cannot pass through 
moral experiencB and make judgments of value without think* 
ing of the ideal as the standard of perfection. If we are 
obliged to think of the ideal, and must think of it as real, the 
conclusion seems inevitable that the ideal is real. The ontolo- 
gical argument may be so interpreted as to mean the reality 
of the thing we are obliged to think of as real. Our argument 
is not different from the ontological argument understood in this 
form. And we believe when the ontological argument is inter- 
preted in this way, it is quite unassailable. Those who believed 
that the idea of the most perfect being is a necessary idea and 
that the most Perfect Being cannot be thought of except as real, 
were, it appears to us, quite justified in holding that the most 
Perfect Being is real. What is disputable in their argument 
is the assumption that the idea of the most i’erfect Being is a 
necessary idea. If we coticede that the idea is a necessary 
one and if we alsi.' grant that the most Perfect Being cannot 
be thought of except as real, we do not know how we can 
resist the conclusion that the most Perff'ct Being must be 
real. We have tried to eliminate the disputable element by 
showing that the notion of the ideal is rendered necessary for 
us by the facts of moral experience. 

We may say that the ideal is absolutely real. But we do 
not adequately describe the ideal merely by saying that it is 
absolutely real. Undisturbed continuance in being may work 
in iis as a hiolosical nru-e ; hut merely as such it cannot assume 
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the character of the ideal. It is possible to conceive that a 
thing may ever continue to be what it now is and thus satisfy 
our definition of absolute reality ; but, for all that, it may 
eternally remain in blind stupor. It may exist but it may 
not realise that it is real. A piece of stone suffers less pal- 
pable change than a softer or more brittle substance. If we 
can somehow eliminate the element of change from a piece of 
stone, it will not thereby be changed into the ideal. The piece 
of stone may be real ; but, so far as we know, it is absolutely 
blind ; it does not see its own existence. Its reality is, as it 
were, foreign to itself. Some people have even gone so far as 
to say that we realise its existence and thus give it its reality. 
However that may be, it is certain that mere changeless exist- 
ence, unintelligent in its nature, has no fascination for a 
rational mind. The ideal is what we rationally desire to be ; 
and there does not seem to be any reason why we should 
desire to lose ourselves in the abysmal darkness of mere 
being, unenlightened by any spark of Intelligence. What we 
desire for ourselves and claim for our ideal is enlightened 
reality, that is to say, a reality which is conscious of itself and 
is thus realised in and for itself. 

It is not sufficient for the ideal to be absolutely real, if 
absolute reality is not also associated with absolute knowledge. 
The ideal must have absolute knowledge as well as absolute 
existence. 

By absolute knowledge (cit) we mean knowledge which 
is essential to the being of things and to which nothing in 
reality is external. Our ordinary knowledge does not seem to 
take hold of the being of things which we know, and they 
seem to maintain a sort of externality to our knowledge. If 
things were wholly immanent in our knowledge, their being 
would be constituted by it, and they would not exist outside 
our knowledge, and so there would be no room for error. But 
our knowledge very often turns out to be false, and we 
believe that things exist even when they are not known by us. 
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The being of things and our knowledge of them do not coin- 
cide and so there is room for ignorance and error. Absolute 
knowledge is not knowledge of this sort, knowledge is not 
really knowledge if it is not true, and that knowledge alone is 
absolutely true which is not separable from the being of 
things known. My knowledge of a pain which I feel is never 
wrong, because my pain has no being apart from my know- 
ledge of it, and my knowledge of it is one with its being. 

Again our knowledge is limited, because it does not 
extend to all things. There are many things in the world 
which we do not know. But for absolute knowledge nothing 
is unknown and all that exists falls within it. 

Such absolute knowledge also helps us to understand the 
fact of our knowledge. We need not labour the point that 
our knowledge is limited and subject to error. This pre- 
supposes that there are things outside our knowledge, that 
these are not immanent in our knowledge but are transcend- 
ent to it. But are they transcendent to all knowledge or 
knowledge as such ? If they are transcendent to all know- 
ledge they become mere indeterminate things in themselves. 
All determinations fall within knowledge and when we 
suppose that there are things outside all knowledge, we make 
them quite indeterminate and cannot say what they are and 
whether they exist at all. This will make all real knowledge 
impossible, and we shall never understand how the unintel- 
ligent things submit themselves to the forms of subjective 
thought and become known by us. On the contrary, if we 
suppose that there is a knowledge which is the informing 
principle of all things in the world and from which the being 
of things that exist can never be separated, then we can more 
easily understand that in knowing anything we merely 
identify ourselves with this knowledge and appropriate it 
according to our capacity and in our degree. 

Why should the ideal be characterised by absolute know- 
ledge ? We have seen that the ideal has absolute existence, 
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in the sense that it is immutable and eternal. But this view 
of the ideal is not quite satisfactory, because unconscious 
existence cannot be accepted as a desirable state by rational 
beings. Will it not be enough if the ideal has knowledge 
only ? What need is there that it should have ahsoluti; 
knowledge ? If knowledge is required in the ideal, it must 
be knowledge in the true sense, that is. it must be knowledg<‘ 
which can never be wrong. Such knowledge is absolute know- 
ledge which is not separable from the being of things known. 
Moreover, when we recognise that knowledge is desirable in 
itself, we cannot be content with partial or limited knowledge. 
Limited knowledge is partial blindness. Such knowledge is 
incompatible with the nature of the highest ideal. Therefore 
the knowledge which characterises the ideal must be absolute 
knowledge as we have explained it above. 

'I'he knowledge of the ideal must at least coincide with 
its own being if it is to be truly conscious of itself ; we shall 
later on see that whatever exists does so by participating, 
however momentarily, in absolute existence, and so the 
knowledge which characterises the ideal is not mere self- 
consciousness of the ideal but is a consciousness from which 
nothing that exists can be separated. The knowledge of the 
ideal is coincident with absolute existence and if absolute 
existence gives b-‘ing to everything else, then the knowledge 
of the ideal must nece.ssarily coincide with the being of all 
things that exist. If anything is real, it must realise its 
being in this knowledge. Nothing real, therefore, will fall 
outside this knowledge and so it will be absolute knowledge 
in our sense of the term. 

But even though the ideal is absolutely real and has 
absolute knowledge, its ideality does not seem to be fully 
expressed by these terms. It is no doubt a great thing to be 
absolutely real; and it is a greater thing to enjoy such reality 
with perfect knowledge. But the most important thing for 
Us about the ideal is not that it is absolutely real and knows 
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itself to be so, but that it is the basis of abiding satisfaction. 
The ideal is ideal to us and deserves our ceaseless pursuit, not 
only because it guarantees permanent existence and full know- 
ledge, but specially because it promises ultimate satisfaction. 
The ideal will not be an ideal to us, in spite of its reality and 
knowledge, if it fails to satisfy us completely. (Cp. Ency- 
dopcedia of Religion and Ethics, Vol. 7, p. 87.) We are 
inspired by a desire to realise the ideal because we believe that 
there will be, for good, an end to all our sufferings when we 
have once reached the ideal. We believe that it is the ideal 
and the ideal alone which can guarantee perfect and ultimate 
satisfaction to us. It seems therefore necessary that there 
should be an element of ultimate .satisfactoriness about the 
ideal. This element we can call ‘ bliss ’ (ananda) or perfect 
peace. By ‘bliss’ we do not mean any pleasure which 
disturbs the equilibrium of our mind. All pleasures of sense 
are associated with such disturbance ; they arise out of some 
mental excitement and are followed necessarily by some 
reaction. Such pleasures cannot be ultimately satisfactory. 
They can at best lead us frotn one state of unrest to another. 
Lasting satisfaction cannot be derived from them, because 
they are of the nature of temporary events which bring for a 
time a sense of elation to our spirits but leave a longer trail 
of uneasy depression or of thirsting vacuity. That satisfaction 
is likely to be permanent which arises from, or, rather, is one 
with, a sense of equanimity and poise and thus expresses the 
self-sufficiency of being that comes with the attainment of 
perfection. 

Perfect satisfaction is only the other side of perfect being. 
The state of unrest, in which most of us pass our earthly 
existence, is a sure indication of the fact that we have not 
attained to perfect being. We are not, satisfied with our 
present condition. What we are does not appear to be quite 
sufficient for us. So we want to do or get things w’hich we 
think will contribute to our ampler existence. We want 
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to be better than what we are. If we could be satisfied with 
what we are, i.e., with our present being, we should not then 
run after anything in the world. There should be no provo- 
cation for any further activity. But since we are not satisfied 
with what we are, rightly or wrongly, our present being 
appears defective to us. We are active and always seek to 
achieve something which we believe will result in a greater 
enrichment of our being and will thus remedy the short- 
coming of our present existence. It is with this belief that 
we pursue riches and power ; we think they will make us 
greater than what we are. In reality of course any extraneous 
accretion cannot result in a greater enrichment of being. And 
unless we grow inwardly, our external possession will only 
make us worse or at best leave us where we are. But however 
misdirected our activity may be, there is no denying the fact 
that an urge or tendency towards greater being is always 
working in us. 

It may be argued that we are never satisfied or dis- 
satisfied simply with ourselves, but always with something 
which is different from us. So dissatisfaction should not be 
taken as an indication of some lack of being in our own 
selves. 

But if things are merely different from us and are not in 
any way related to us, we do not know how we can be either 
satisfied or dissatisfied with them. A defect which is not 
mine (in any sense) can never spur me on to any activity for 
its removal. I can have no desire to achieve things which 
will make no difference to me or will be credited to the 
account of somebody else. I cannot work for fame or wealth 
if it is simply to be there to be possessed indifferently by you 
or by me. I wish myself to be famous or rich and engage 
myself in appropriate activity. I want to be great by making 
these things part of my own being. We may very well be 
wrong in suppossing that any or all of these things or some 
others will be the sure remedy of our present discontent. 
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But there is no mistake in the diagnosis that discontent, 
which is at the root of all our activity, is the expression of 
some defect in our being. There is something lacking to us. 
We do not seem to be suflicient unto ourselves. We are not 
complete and therefore do we seek for things of the world to 
fill up the void within ourselves. 

Fullness of being then is synonymous with perfection 
which alone is the ground of ultimate satisfaction. Although 
we have distinguished the idea of satisfaction from that of 
beins:, ultimate satisfaction cannot remain indifferent to 
perfection of being. When being is perfect or complete in 
itself, it becomes one with perfect satisfaction which is never 
disturbed and to which no further addition can be made. 
Similarly with knowledge. We have distinguished satis- 
faction from knowledge, but ultimate satisfaction cannot be 
divested of all knowledge. In fact we cannot speak of satis- 
faction or dissatisfaction where there is no knowledge nor any 
possibility of it. Stocks and stones, which are not generally 
supposed to be conscious, are also not supposed to possess 
any capacity for satisfaction or dissatisfaction. Satisfaction 
means conscious satisfaction. We have said that satisfaction 
results from the attainment of greater being, but if such 
attainment is not also attended with full knowledge, no 
satisfaction will follow. We have seen that knowledge is 
inseparable from existence, so that defective knowledge 
would mean a defect in being. If therefore, ultimate satis- 
faction results from the perfection of being and is essential 
to it, it is evident that it must also be attended with perfect 
knowledge. We have thus arrived at the idea of the ideal in 
which being, knowledge and satisfaction become one with one- 
another. It is not a complex synthesis in which these 
different aspects of being, knowledge and satisfaction are 
present in their distinctness. But it is a unity which may 
wholly be regarded from our points of view either as absolute 
being or as perfect knewledge or as ultimate satisfaction 
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(which is the saiDe thing as perfect peace). For analytic 
thought the ideal may reveal these aspects as well as others 
which we yet do not know ; but to the ideal its satisfaction 
is not different from its knowledge or being. This is our 
vision of the ideal. It is Sachchidananda. It is difficult for 
us to conceive any higher ideal than that of ultimate satis- 
faction with perfect knowledge guaranteeing absolute exist- 
ence. 

The ideal thus conceived may no doubt be worthy of our 
passionate pursuit. It may indeed be one which we do 
actually pursue in our daily life. But we do not yet under- 
stand why it should be a duty for us to pursue tlie ideal. The 
sense of obligation which is associated with our pursuit of the 
moral ideal does not seem to be explained by the view of the 
ideal we have tried to present in this chapter. Again our 
moral life is a life of social intercourse. We do not usually 
think that a man could be moral or immoral if he were left 
alone in the universe to run the solitary course of his life. 
The moral ideal comes into operation when men come into 
contact with one another ; and it seems that the moral ideal 
can be realised only in social life. But the view of the ideal 
we have so faj-.formulate<if does not seem to forbid the possi- 
bility of its being realised privately and individually. Indeed 
there have been men in India who purposely cut themselves 
away from all social life and tried to realise the ideal simply 
by means of inward discipline and individual enlightenment. 
The realisation of the ideal has not been with them a social 
venture but a private enterprise. Were they right in their 
procedure ? Can we really think that the view of the ideal 
so far developed, represents truly the moral ideal ? 

We have contended that the ideal is real. But if the 
ideal is already real, what need is there that it should also be 
realised by us? 

The last question may be answered by saying that al- 
though the ideal is real in itself, it is not real in us who try to 
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realise it in our lives. As the ideal is already real, it is not 

trying in vain and without meaning to realise or reproduce 

itself in us. But as we are still far away from the ideal, 

we may legitimately try to reach the ideal and realise it in 

our lives. The realisation of the ideal in us need not 
mean, or result in, an unnecessary reproduction or dupli- 
cation of the ideal in us. It may mean our becoming one 
with it. 

But this and other questions cannot satisfactorily be 
answered without some knowledge of the self and the world. 
We must now try to study the nature of the self and the 
world in a few succeeding chapters. 



CHAPTER X 


The Self. 

Nothing can be affirmed, denied or doubted unless the 
self is there, for affirmation, denial or doubting, being a 
conscious activity, will always presuppose a conscious subject. 
As Descartes said, we can doubt everything else, but the 
doubter cannot be doubted. 

We cannot say that there is no doubting self but only 
a doubt about the self. Eor if doubting could support itself 
without a doubter, it would itself become the self. It is 
possible perhaps to suppose that there may be a radical doubt 
which is directed not only to the self but also turns upon 
itself. I may not only doubt that I exist but may also doubt 
that I doubt that I exist. I do not know whether such 
absolute scepticism is psychologically possible, but I am not 
sure that there would be any serious logical flaw in this position. 
It would possibly be threatened by an infinite regress. But 
when nothing is sought to be positively asserted, the regress 
may be allowed to run its course. Or we may suppose that 
there is a doubt which makes itself as well as its original 
object its object. We must only take care that nothing is 
positively asserted, not even the fact of doubting itself. But 
in such radical scepticism everything would be absolutely un- 
certain. Our logic would be paralysed and thought would 
become silent in absolute suspense of all judgments. To 
avoid this predicament we have to suppose that such radical 
scepticism is not possible for thought and so it is not accept- 
able to philosophy. If nothing else is certain, the being of 
doubt must at least be certain. And the existence of doubt 
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as an attitude of the mind will at once put the existence of 
the conscious subject beyond all question. 

Our arguments have so far proved that if there is to be 
any consciousness, the conscious subject or the self must be 
there. And since it is impossible to deny that there is con- 
sciousness, it cannot but be admitted that the self is there. 
The being of consciousness is indubitably proved by the very 
fact that we are conscious. It might appear that if the 
being of consciousness could be proved by the fact that we 
are conscious, the being of the self might as well be proved 
by the same fact, because we cannot be conscious unless we 
are there. But although we believe that the being of the 
self is given in the fact that we are conscious, the being of 
the self is not so indubitable as that of consciousness. It 
is impossible to deny that there is consciousness, but it has 
been found possible in the history of philosophy to deny the 
existence of the self. One may deny consciousness as a 
pervasive character of all mental states, it may not be granted 
that consciousness is the differentia of all that is mental. But 
in no case can it be upheld that there is no consciousness at 
all. On the other hand it is possible to maintain that there 
is no such thing as the self. When we say that we are 
conscious, all that we really mean or should say is that 
there is a consciousness of a particular form. So instead of 
saying that X is conscious, Y is conscious, etc., we 
should merely say that there are consciousnesses of different 
forms. It appears then that if this alternative interpretation 
of the fact, on which we took our stand, is accepted, our 
position that the self is there is not strictly proved. All 
that we are obliged to say is that there is consciousness, but 
that the self is also there remains yet doubtful. 

But can we really think that there can be any conscious- 
ness if there is no one to be conscious ? The very form of 
the term consciousness implies that it is an abstract quality 
which reauires for its reality and sunnort a concrete subject 
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that can be conscious. We can at best think of conscious- 
ness as a state ; but if it is to be a state, there must be some 
one whose state it can be. A state by itself is nothing, it 
must always be a state of something or some one. And the 
being which has consciousness as its state or quality is the 
self. 

It may be objected that we are being misled by the form 
of language and traditional ways of thought. The form of 
the term consciousness no doubt suggests that it is an 
abstract quality and has therefore only a dependent reality ; 
but in fact consciousness may not require to be propped up 
by some other entity. It may exist by itself without being 
supported by some conscious seif. In experience we never 
find the self. Our mental life consists of the different acts 
of the mind which we may call acts of consciousness or 
simply cognitions. The self cannot be discovered in these 
cognitions, and it cannot of course be found outside of them. 
So the natural conclusion is that there are only cognitions 
and the self in fact does not exist. 

Obviously, to such conclusions we cannot give our ready 
assent. The acts of consciousness or cognitions may make 
up our mental experience, hut such acts of consciousness are 
possible only because there is a self. The cognitions must 
be real somewhere, and it seems obvious that they can be real 
only in some self. If we endow them with self-subsistence, 
it will be difficult to distinguish from them what we under- 
stand by the self. 

Our different cognitions have different particular contents. 
It is obvious that the self is not a particular content. No one 
ever understands the self in this way. So we should not 
expect to find the self in any of our cognitions. Again, the 
self is real only in its acts of consciousness. If there were 
no cognitions, no acts of consciousness, nothing could ever 
establish the existence of the self. Consciousness is the only 
evidence for the being of the self. It is impossible, therefore. 
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to find the self outside of, or unrelated to, all acts of con- 
sciousness. But even though the self is not a content of any 
cognition and is not found outside all cognitions, it does not 
follow that the self is nothing or that it does not exist at all. 
The self is the basis of all consciousness and cannot therefore 
be found in or outside any act of consciousness. It must he 
found in indissoluble union with it. 

Moreover, how can we know that there are only cogni- 
tions ? Each cognition is sufficient only unto itself. It can 
tell us only about itself. There is no cognition which com- 
prehends other cognitions as well in their true nature. So if 
there were only cognitions, the theory that there are cogni- 
tions only would not arise at all. Because it presupposes 
an acquaintance with several cognitions and this would not be 
possible if it were a fact that there are cognitions only. In 
any particular cognition we have only an awareness and the 
content of the awareness. That there have been, are and 
will be cognitions other than itself cannot be vouchsafed by 
any particular cognition. The supposed fact that the past 
cognitions impart to their successor some trace of their being, 
by means of which the latter can understand that there have 
been other cognitions, appears to be a myth. For in the 
present cognition we do not find any content with the charac- 
teristic mark of pastness. Whatever is found in any cogni- 
tion can speak of its present being only ; but that it is the 
trace or after-effect of some past cognition is not directly 
given in any actual cognition. We see clearly therefore that 
the supposition that there are only cognitions (and no self) is 
significant only when there is an acquaintance with more 
than one cognition. As this cannot be effected by any cogni- 
tion, we cannot think that the supposition is true. The self 
is the only entity which can have direct acquaintance with 
several cognitions and so the self would be necessary to maJce 
the very supposition significant which attempts to deny its 
existence. 
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Even Bradley who is so sceptical about the ultimate reality 
of the self finds himself constrained to admit “ That selves 
exist is indubitable*' (p. 104). He looks upon the self as 
something which is given and in a sense most certainly exists. 
But he adds that it is too full of contradictions to be the 
genuine fact (p. 76). If the existence of the self is indu- 
bitable, what else is required to justify the statement that 
the self is a reality ? If you think that the self is too 
full of contradictions to be real, you have no right 
to assert that the self exists. Existence cannot violate 
the law of non-contradiction. If what is contradictory could 
exist, the law itself would not be valid. The fact that the 
law is universally recognised as valid clearly shows that there 
cannot be any existence which is full of contradiction. 
Either the thing itself would not exist or the supposed contra- 
diction, which we seem to discover, in our understanding of 
the thing would not be there. And if the existence of the 
thing is indubitable, then doubt can only be thrown on the 
veracity of our defective analysis which pretends to discover 
contradictions in an indubitable fact. The elusive phrase 
‘ in a sense ’ is not of much help in this connexion. It cannot 
be said that the self is not real because it exists only in a 
sense. Eor the sense in which the self exists can never be 
a sense which will deprive the self of its selfhood. If the 
sense is so extreme that it requires us to understand the self as 
not-self, there is no meaning in saying that the self exists in 
a sense. We can significantly say that the self exists in a sense 
only when the sense, however restricted, still leaves the self a 
self. Otherwise it should be clearly and indubitably de- 
clared that the self does not exist. 

We have so far argued that it is impossible to deny the 
existence of the self. But our arguments as well as the con- 
clusion can be significant only when there is a direct appre- 
hension of the self. If we have no such direct awareness of the 
self, we are not likely to understand what is exactly meant by 
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any argument which seeks either to prove or to disprove the 
existence of the self. For any such argument will have the 
term self as one of its constituents, and if we do not know the 
self, we shall not understand the significance of the argument 
as a whole. It cannot be said that we may have an indirect 
knowledge of the self. For even what is known indirectly 
must at least have constituents which are capable of being 
known directly; and selfhood being a simple quality must be 
known directly or not be known at all. In knowing the quality 
of selfhood directly we must know the self also. 

We have previously defined the self as the conscious 
subject. But what it is to be a conscious subject must be 
known by each one of us directly in himself. There is no 
other way of knowing what a conscious subject is. We can 
never directly find anybody as being conscious. We may 
truly believe or infer after the analogy of our own selves that 
others are also conscious. But their consciousness is not a 
thing of direct apprehension to us. We must first directly 
know ourselves as conscious subjects and then and then only 
can we speak of others as conscious. 

McTaggart has argued with great force in his article on 
‘ Personality ’ (Encyclopcedia of Religion and Ethics, Vol. 9) 
that there can be no real knowledge of the self by description. 
The self must be known, if it is to be known at all, by acquain- 
tance or direct awareness. If the self were known merely by 
description, it would be impossible, he has argued, to know or 
judge that I am aware of any particular awareness or of any- 
thing else. We are certainly aware of many things in the 
world directly ; so there are occasions when I can undoubtedly 
say that I am aware of something, say, of X. I know very 
clearly then and truly judge that I am aware of X. Now, if 
I know that I am aware of X, I must know the ‘ I ’ which is a 
constituent of the judgment. If it is allowed that ‘ I ’ is known 
directly, then our contention is granted and we need not 
pursue the discussion any further. If, however, it is maintained 
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that ‘ I ’ is known indirectly or by description, we have to 
ask ; what is the description by which we get an appropriate 
knowledge of ‘ I ’ ? We may try in the first instance to de- 
scribe ‘ I ’ in this case by saying that it is that which has the 
awareness of X. Now a description in order to serve its pur- 
pose, at least in the present case, must be exclusive. But 
when we say that ‘ I ’ is that which has the awareness of X, we 
do not know whether there are not other entities which are 
also aware of X. If there are, as we believe there must be, 
our description will not be exclusive and so it will not serve 
its purpose. 

We may try to improve this definition by saying that ‘ I ’ 
is that which has this awareness of X. It is commonly be- 
lieved that the particular awareness which I have of a thing 
is not the same awareness which others may have of it. If 
this belief is correct, then of course the present description is 
exclusive in that it applies to one person and to one onl'y. But 
even by this description we get only some person who has this 
awareness of X. But our ‘ I ’ in the judgment ‘ I am aware 
of X’ is not some person who has this awareness of 
X, but it is the person who has the awareness and also Judges 
* I am aware of X.’ The person who judges must be the person 
who is aware. Although we majf have two descriptions corres- 
ponding to these two functions, we should never be entitled 
to say that they apply to one and the same person if we derived 
our knowledge of the self from descriptions only. If on the 
contrary we suppose that I know myself directly it is easy to 
understand that in being acquainted with the self, we become 
acquainted also with some of its characteristics. “ And if I 
perceive it to have the character of being aware... and also 
perceive it to have the characteristic of making this judgment, 
I am justified in holding that it is the same person who is 
aware and who makes the judgment ” (Ibid, p. 776). 

We are in substantial agreement with the above position 
but it raises certain difficulties which require to be considered 
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here. When we say that the self is directly apprehended, we 
seem to mean that there is a consciousness in which the self 
is an object to itself. If we knew nothing of the self, 
it would be impossible for us to say anything of the self signi- 
ficantly. We should then be unable to assert tbe truth or 
falsity of any proposition which contained ‘ I ’ as one of its 
constituents. But we are perfectly clear about the truth of 
many propositions in which the term ‘ I ’ is used. This makes 
the conclusion obvious that we have some knowledge of the 
self. And so if by object we understand that which is known 
and if, also, it is found that the self must be known to us in 
some sense, then we cannot but admit that the self can be and 
is an object to itself. Self-consciousness is generally accepted 
as a fact, and the belief that it is a fact has given hope and 
relief to many a philosopher in his moments of intellectual 
perplexity. Yet there have been thinkers who deny that the 
self can be an object to itself. And although some of them 
are not disposed to deny that self-consciousness is a fact in 
some sense, they deny that self-consciousness or the self has 
any consistent meaning. 

If we are assured of our own existence, and if nobody 
can say that he does not exist, then self-consciousness 
as a fact should be taken for granted. I know without the 
shadow of a doubt that I am. But how can I assert 
this fact unless I know myself as existing ? Self-consciousness 
has therefore to be accepted as a fact. Our only problem is 
to understand this fact consistently in the face of certain 
logical difficulties which we shall presently consider. If 
we cannot solve these difficulties we shall have to suppose 
either that self-consciousness is not a fact or that the 
difficulties are born of a wrong analysis or based on 
wrong assumptions. Our failure to solve these logical 
difficulties will not necessarily lead us to the conclusion that 
self-consciousness is not a fact. For the difficulties which 
appear to be involved in the idea of self-consciousness are 
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not in any way greater than the difficulties which are 
hound to arise if we once deny all knowledge of the self. 
We may rather think that the difficulties of self-consciousness 
are the result of false analysis and false assumptions than 
suppose that there is no such thing as self-consciousness. 
We shall however try to show that the difficulties of self- 
consciousness are not insuperable and so our belief in self- 
consciousness need not be false. 

Now, by self-consciousness we understand a consciousness 
in which the subject and the object of consciousness are 
supposed to be one and the same. It is a knowledge in 
which the knower knows himself. The very same self 
which is conscious must itself be given in an act of awareness 
in order to constitute a true case of self-consciousness. 
We do not get a case of self-consciousness even when one 
part of the self is supposed to know another part of it. 
For the knowing part being different from the part which 
is known, we find that in this case the knower (knowing 
part) is conscious of an other (known part) and not of itself. 

But is not the subject in being conscious of itself 
required to turn itself into an object ? It seems to be our 
experience always that that which is known is distinct 
from that which knows it. If in one and the same act of 
knowledge the subject could indifferently become either 
subject or object, and if the same thing were true also of 
the object, then when we say ‘ I know this book,’ we might 
as well say ‘ This book knows me ; ’ and both the statements 
should be taken as equally good readings of one and 
the same fact. This however is never the case. So if 
self-consciousness is to be regarded as a fact, we must be 
able to show either that what is known in knowledge is 
not always an object or that there is no absolute opposition 
between subject and object. 

McTaggart in his article on ‘ Personality ’ seems to hold 
that there is no absolute opposition between subject 
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and object, and thinks that the self can become its own object. 
His argument is that if it were not true that the self can be- 
come its own object, no self would know its own existence, 
since no self can know its own existence without being an ob- 
ject of knowledge to itself. And since we know that we exist, 
it should follow, he thinks, that we can become objects 
to ourselves. It cannot be denied, he further argues, that 
there are certain relations by which a substance can be related 
to itself, and there is nothing in the relation of knowledge to 
justify our supposition that it is not one of such relations. 

But is it a fact that there is no absolute opposition 
between subject and object ? To be a knower never appears 
to be the very same thing as to be known. We have already 
seen that the subject and the object in any particular act 
of knowledge can never interchange their positions without 
altering the significance of the situation. The place and the 
function of the object in any instance of knowledge are 
not those of the subject ; and if the situation is to retain 
the same significance, the subject must remain subject and 
the object object. 

Whenever we assert any relation we do so on the supposi- 
tion of some difference between the terms which are 
related. Without such a supposition even the relation of 
identity does not become significant. But even if we admit 
that the relation of identity does not presuppose any such 
difference and that it is a relation in which a term stands 
to itself, we cannot persuade ourselves to believe that the 
relation of knowledge is a relation of this sort. When I 
say ‘ I know this,’ I can never be supposed to mean any- 
thing approaching in significance the proposition ‘ I am this.’ 

How is it then that the self is aware of its own existence 
or knows itself ? It seems that even here we are bound to 
make a distinction between tbe self which knows and the self 
which is known. For epistemology the self as knower cannot 
be identical with the self as known. But metaphysically, 
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we may suppose the self is so constituted that it is able to 
perfornl the double function of knower and known in one 
and the same act of knowledge. 

But if the whole self is the knower and if, again, the 
whole self is to be known, how can we think of the same 
self as knower and known and also keep the distinction 
between knower and known intact ? We have already seen 
that in self-knowledge that which is known must exactly be 
the same as that which knows. We require identity as well 
as difference. Because self-knowledge is a case of knoicledge, 
it is required that the knower and the known should be 
different, and because it is s5(/-knowledge it is again neces- 
sary that they should be identical. How is this possible ? 

It is no explanation of the difficulty to suppose that 
there is metaphysical identity inspite of epistemological 
distinction. When we are moving on the level of knowledge 
we do not get at a metaphysical substance which is neither 
subject nor object. The difficulties of self-knowledge are 
difficulties of knowledge and should be and can be solved, if 
at all, only within its proper sphere. If by self we mean 
the subject and if it is intelligible only as the subject, then in 
order to vindicate self-knowledge, we must be able to show 
that the subject itself becomes the object. If this is impossible 
and if self-knowledge is also a fact, then we must believe 
that what is given in knowledge need not always be an object. 

The point that clearly emerges from our discussion is 
that the subject as subject can never be also an object. To be 
a subject is to be a knower and we submit that the knower as 
knower is never reached as an object. When I know you, I 
may believe that you have the capacity of knowing things, 
but I can never find you, as an objective content of my 
knowledge, actually performing the function of knowing. 
The conscious subject is never got at in the form of an object. 
When I take you to be a conscious subject I understand you 
after the analogy of my own self. But you as a conscious 
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subject actually being conscious of something do not directly 
enter the field of my consciousness. When you are my 
object, you are simply a factor in my knowledge, and being 
such a factor you are never directly seen to initiate or actually 
perform the function of knowing. If by object we understand 
some definite content, held up before our mind in any concrete 
act of knowledge, it is easy to see that neither the subject nor 
knowledge itself is ever an object to us. 

If the subject and knowledge are never our objects, how 
do we know that there are subjects and knowledge ? If I am 
to know that there is the subject and there is knowledge, is 
it not necessary that the subject and knowledge should be 
my objects ? Now, if by object we mean anything of which 
there is any consciousness (not necessarily by an external 
subject), then of course we have to say that all things in the 
world including subject and knowledge are objects. But 
when its meaning is so widened, will objectivity retain any 
distinctive character ? Tn any instance of knowledge we have 
a subject as well as an object together with the fact of 
knowing. We know what a subject is and what knowledge 
is only in the act of knowing. When we know anything we 
are conscious of the subject and knowledge as well as of the 
object. So in a sense all these may be said to be objects. 
But it is a sense which will render objectivity almost meaning- 
less. Even when we say that all these are objects, we do not 
mean that they are all objects in the same sense. The subject 
is subject-object, knowledge is knowledge-object whereas the 
object is object-object or mere object. But when we have 
made a distinction between subject and object, and also 
between object and knowledge, we cannot then speak of 
subject-object and knowledge-object with significance or con- 
sistency. If our analysis of knowledge into subject, object 
and knowing is valid, then the term object should have a 
meaning which cannot be shared also by subject and knowing. 
The object is only a factor in knowledge ; it cannot absorb in 
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itself the whole being of knowledge together with that of the 
subject. Knowledge is not exhausted in the being of the 
object, ^hen we know, our knowledge is not exclusively 
confined to the object only. It relates itself to the subject as 
well as to the object. All the three factors must be there. 
The subject is given as subject, knowledge is given as know- 
ledge and all of them need not be given as objects. In 
knowing anything we are conscious of knowing as knowing, as 
well as of ourselves as conscious subjects. In one and the 
same act of knowledge in which a thing is given as an object 
to us, our selves as conscious subjects together with the fact of 
knowledge are revealed in their proper character. We do not 
need to direct a further act of knowing upon the subject and 
knowledge in order to know what they are. But they are not 
all given as objects. If they were to be given as objects in order 
to be known, their true character would not be known at all. 

When I know X, I am conscious of the fact of knowing 
as well as of myself as the knowing subject. But I am 
conscious of myself as the knowing subject and not as an 
object of my knowledge. The object in this case is X, and 
not myself. Self-consciousness is not a new species of know- 
ledge in which the subject needs to become the object ; but it 
is an invariable aspect of all knowledge in which the subject 
remains subject and the object object. 

But is it not possible, it may be asked, for a being to be 
conscious without being self-conscious? It is conceded, e.g., 
by McTaggart, that ‘ the only conscious being of whom I am 
ever aware is necessarily self-conscious, since it is myself.’ 
But it is argued, “ I am not always self-conscious when I am 
conscious. Memory gives me positive reason to believe in 
states when I am not aware of myself at all. ..in which I am 
conscious of other objects and am not conscious of myself, 
because my attention does not happen to be turned that way.” 
It is however believed that ‘ a self could always be self- 
conscious if circumstances turned its attention to itself.’ But 
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this does not, it is maintained, alter the fact that, at those 
times we are just as really not self-conscious as at other times 
we are really self-conscious.' 

We are however inclined to believe that self-conscious- 
ness is inseparably bound up with all consciousness. We 
cannot say anything about a consciousness with which we are 
not acquainted ; but the consciousness which we find in our- 
selves seems always to carry with it self-consciousness as an 
inseparable aspect. 

If we try to see whether we can be conscious without 
being self-conscious, our experiments are bound to end in 
failure. Actually by observation I cannot find myself simply 
to be conscious without being self-conscious. The very 
attempt to see whether I am self-conscious at once makes me 
self-conscious. So we must go to past experience in order to 
prove that we can be conscious without being self-conscious. 
Now, suppose I remember a state when I was conscious of X 
and was not conscious of myself. If anyone now asks me 
whether I was conscious of X, I must be able to say that I 
was. But that I was conscious of X is not a case of direct 
present knowledge but is a case of memory. And what I 
remember is not simply X or the consciousness of X but the 
whole fact of myself being conscious of X. But I can remem- 
ber only that which I knew. So if I am able to remember 
that I was conscious of X, it is certain that I knew then that 
I was conscious of X. This shows that I was not merely 
conscious of X, but was positively self-conscious. 

Let us even suppose that I remember that I was not 
conscious of myself. Here on the strength of memory, I am 
asserting something about myself, not about myself as I am 
now, but about myself as I was at some point of 
time in the past. But if I had absolutely no knowledge of 
myself at that point of time, how can I rationally assert any- 
thing about how or what I was then ? If my mind were a 
perfect blank about myself I should not be able to remember 
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anything about myself. When I remember that I was not 
conscious of myself, T do not try to hold a blank picture of 
mere unconsciousness before my mind ; but I remember myself 
as being unconscious of itself. But how can I remember 
myself being in a particular state, unless myself in that state 
Was originally known to me ? My memory can never lead me 
back to a conscious state in which I was not conscious of 
myself. So it appears impossible that we should be able to 
establish, either by observation or by memory, the being of a 
consciousness in which we are not self-conscious. The fact 
that we think we are at times not conscious of ourselves, only 
shows that at those moments our minds are much too occupied 
with the objects of our knowledge and not that self-conscious- 
ness is altogether absent. To be able to say that I am con- 
scious and not to know that I am there or that I am conscious 
seems impossible. 

It may be objected that our whole discussion tends to do 
away with the obvious distinction between the judgments I 
know” and “ I know that I know.” If the distinction between 
these two judgments is a valid distinction, then to be con- 
scious cannot mean to be self-conscious. 

The judgments ” I know ” and ** I know that I know ” 
may appear to be different, but in fact the latter judgment is 
only an explicit statement of the former. 

When I know anything, I know that I know it. The 
fact that I know that I know is revealed and involved in the 
primary fact that I know. Self-knowledge is necessary to 
constitute a complete case of knowledge, but it is not by itself 
a new case. It is an aspect of all knowledge which we may 
overlook at times but which we can never rationally deny. 

We conclude therefore that self-consciousness is a fact 
but it is a fact which does not involve the necessity of turning 
the subject into an object. It is an aspect of all human know- 
ledge in which the subject reveals itself as subject. 



CHAPTER XI. 


The Self as Active. 

There cannot be any rational doubt about the existence of 
the self. It is also beyond doubt that the self is conscious. 
The whole being of the self, however, does not seem to come 
out in the simple fact that it is conscious. The self, which 
each one of us knows in himself and which seems to be requir- 
ed by the validity of moral consciousness, is not a self of 
which mere consciousness is the only predicable characteris- 
tic. We feel ourselves to be active as certainly as we feel 
ourselves to be conscious. Not only do we know but we are 
always doing something or other. We cannot conceive of any 
act in which no one is active, and undoubtedly there are acts 
whose activity (i.e., the activity implied in them) is referred 
only to ourselves. 

But what is it exactly that we mean when we say 
that we are active ? I do not think that activity can strictly 
be defined. It is a primary experience, and if a person 
has no sense of activity, we shall not be able to convey an 
adequate idea of activity to him by words, gestures or any 
other symbols. Still we may name or describe certain ex- 
periences in which activity is involved.. When * we seek 
anything, strive after it, aim at it or intend it,* we undoubted- 
ly find that we are active. 

It is at least certain that we begin or initiate many 
processes which would not otherwise come into being. We 
may not be the sole and sufficient causes of these processes, 
but our participation in them must be an important factor 
in any explanation that may be sought to be given of them, 
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The full explanation for them may not be found exclusively 
in us, because many other things besides ourselves help 
to materialise a process which nevertheless is initiated by 
us. But if we are left out, no consistent account of them 
will be possible. We give our willing assent and the 
process begins. But the process does not begin of itself ; 
it has to be started by us, so that the fact becomes indis- 
putably clear that the process would not take place if we 
did not act in the way we did. If I did nothing, — and if indeed 
I can do nothing, — why should I be sorry for the result of 
any action that merely happens in the world ? The fact 
is that we are not merely the theatres of certain psychical 
processes which may be supposed to take place in us without 
our playing any part in their being or doing. The cognitive 
relation is not the only relation that exists between us 
and the world of change and process. We do not simply 
see changes and posit them to be there. But many of them 
are actually brought about and maintained in being by 
our activity. It is only when we recognise this and believe 
that we are right in this recognition that we can rationally 
endow ourselves with rights and duties. If essentially I can 
never be active, if nothing can really be done or effected 
by me, no question can at all arise of my exercising any 
right or performing any duty. There should be then no 
morality for me. 

We always speak of a moral agent. A person that 
exercises only the ghostly function of a mere spectator, 
without being in any other way connected with the things 
he sees, cannot lay claim to any moral attribute. If he 
is by nature incapable of adopting any active attitude in 
thought or action, if things are only done to him and he 
does nothing, he cannot by any means be subjected to any 
moral criticism. Even when we are criticised for not doing 
certain things, it is never doubted that it was possible for 
\is to do those things. In fact it is this possibility which 
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gives meaning to and justifies such criticism. It is clear 
therefore that the validity of our moral consciousness is 
consonant only with the certainty that activity is one of 
our essential characteristics. If it remains originally 
doubtful whether or not we can at all be active, that is, 
whether or not we can effect anything in the world, we 
should not on any occasion feel so certain that we have 
been right or wrong nor should we be so positive in ascribing 
moral attributes to others. That we are active and that 
our activity counts in the world are facts which appear to be 
beyond all question. They appear particularly indisputable 
to us who have started our metaphysical speculation from 
the certainty and the validity of moral consciousness. 

Yet there have been philosophers who deny that the 
self can really be active. It is contended on the one hand 
that no activity can really be found in the self, and, on the 
other, that the idea of activity, especially as applied to the 
self, is itself full of contradiction and cannot therefore be 
true. 

Those who maintain that the self cannot directly be 
found to be active do not necessarily seek to uphold that 
the self is not really active. It is maintained, e.g., by a 
writer in the Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics, “ that 
there is no direct consciousness of activity ” (Vol. I, p. 82). 
But he does not mean to assert that we have no idea of activi- 
ty or that the idea of activity is a fictitious one. He thinks 
‘that the conception of activity is a symbolic knowledge 
founded on certain complex groups of feelings and presen- 
tations.’ “ There are, of course,” he says, “ primitive 
experiences on which these conceptions are based, but 
the conceptions are built upon them, and not drawn out 
of them ” (Ibid, 81). All that he seems to mean here is 
that we have no primary consciousness of activity and that 
by direct observation we do not find any activity experience 
in us. But to say that activity cannot be found by direct 
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obserration is not to say that it is not there. If there 
are sufficient grounds in the form of some primary experience 
on which the idea of activity can be based, and if those ex- 
periences belong to ourselves, then we think we cannot be 
wrong in applying the idea to ourselves. So our main 
position that the self is active will not be affected even if we 
grant that by direct observation we do not know ourselves 
to be active. For to be active is not the same thing 
as to be known directly as active ; and if we deny the 
latter, we do not thereby necessarily deny the former. But 
although the admission that the self is not directly perceived 
to be active may not seriously affect our main position, 
the admission is likely to create a presumption against it, 
inasmuch as in our defence of the view that the self is 
active, we have mainly supported ourselves on the direct 
evidence of consciousness which testifies to the activity of 
the self. We are not directly interested just now to ascer- 
tain the manner in which the self is known to be active ; we 
want only to maintain that the self is really active. How 
it is known to be so is not very material to our main argu- 
ment. But as it appears to us that the denial of a direct 
knowledge of the activity of the self makes it very difficult 
to ascertain whether the self is really active, we feel obliged 
to say a few words against the supposition that there are no 
activity experiences. 

That we have an idea of activity, no one will perhaps 
seriously deny. The problem related to it is, first, whether 
the idea is built up out of some experiences which are non- 
active in their nature, or is simply drawn out of an elemen- 
tary primitive experience which is incapable of being further 
analysed into some non-active elements. Secondly, we 
have to ascertain whether the idea, however we may come 
by it, is really capable of being applied to the self truly. 
If it is found that the idea of activity is derived from a pri- 
mitive experience of the self, then in knowing the source of 
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the idea we kaow whether or not it is applicable to the self. 
For to have a primitive experience of activity is directly 
to experience the self being active. Wfi are inclined to the 
view that we have a direct experience of activity in our- 
selves and know thereby that we are active. Let us examine 
the opposite view. 

If there is no direct experience of activity, there must 
be other experiences which, being non-active in their 
character, are yet able to give rise to the idea of activity 
in us. If we accept this position, then several hypotheses 
suggest themselves to us. We may suppose (1) that although 
activity is not directly perceived, it is reached by inference 
from some other experiences ; or (2) that it is the sum of 
such non-active experiences. We may even think (3) that 
whenever we have some particular experiences, they are of 
themselves followed by an idea of activity in our mind or 
(4) that our idea of activity is nothing but a symbolic re- 
presentation of those experiences. Let us try to explain and 
examine these alternatives one by one. 

(1) Now what is contended by those who deny any 
primary activity experience in us does not seem to be that 
we have no knowledge of activity as such. What they seem to 
deny is th=) givenness of activity in any direct experience. 
But if there is no direct apprehension of activity, how do 
we know that there is any activity at all ? One answer to 
this question may possibly be that we infer activity from 
non-active experiences. But can this be a satisfactory 
answer ? In all inferences what is inferred must already be 
directly experienced by us. A thing of which we have had 
no experience whatever cannot be made an object of inference. 
The antecedent experience of the thing, necessary for its 
inference, cannot itself be inferential ; for that would ne- 
cessitate some other previous experience which must be 
direct and immediate. So in order to be able to infer acti. 
vity from other experiences, we must have had some direct 
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experience of activity itself. If we deny all direct experience 
of activity, we have also to deny that it can be reached by 
inference. 

(2) We may suppose that what we call activity is only 
a whole of some particular experiences which are not in 
themselves active. The whole as such is never given in 
experience. What is given is some particular experiences 
and they are constructed into a whole by synthetic imagina- 
tion. But if activity were really a whole, it should consist 
of certain constituents. Activity seems to be a simple idea 
and it is difficult to find out what may possibly be its consti- 
tuents. Professor Laird has very ably shown that activity 
can never be equated to any other experience or group of 
experiences (Problems of the Self, Oh. V). Mere change 
or transition is not equivalent to activity. The feeling of 
strain or effect does not give the essence of activity. If there 
is activity, there will no doubt be change or transition from 
one state to another, and the activity may be accompanied 
by a feeling of strain or effort. But these severally or to- 
gether never bring out the essence of activity. If we turn 
to experience, we find that we are very often aware of change 
or transition without knowing that we are active. The feel- 
ing of strain or effort only shows how we are affected in 
being active. But our being active is never identical with 
our being affected in a particular way. One may suggest 
other experiences in the place of those we have named here, 
in order to give us an equivalent of what we understand by 
activity. But in every case it will be found that the essence 
of activity can never be given in terms of some other expe- 
riences which are themselves not active. 

(3) If we give up the idea that activity is a complex 
whole, we can only think that it is a simple notion. If there 
is also to be no direct experience of it, we have only to 
suppose that the idea occurs to our . mind whenever we 
have experiences of a certain type, or (4)’ that we form 
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the idea of activity simply as a representation of those 
experiences. 

Now, the idea of activity may be preceded or accompanied 
by certain other experiences. But activity cannot be an 
idea only, for the simple reason that there can be no such 
thing as a mere idea. The idea must refer to some ex. 
perience. If the experience to which the idea of activity 
refers is non-active in its nature, then to think of it as active 
is simply a mistake or an illusion. But we can mistake 
one thing for another only when the other thing, for which 
we mistake the thing before us, is already known to us. 
If some non-active experience is to be mistaken for activity 
it is necessary that we should previously be acquainted 
with activity. If we have no experience of activity, we 
cannot possibly commit the mistake of seriously supposing 
some non-active experience to be active. If our idea of 
activity is not illusory, then, of course, it will refer to some 
experience which is really active. Thus it appears highly 
improbable that non-active experiences should give rise to the 
idea of activity in our mind. 

(4) We may not really commit the mistake of supposing 
non-active experiences to be active, but we may consciously 
use the symbol of activity to represent a class of non -active 
experiences. But the difficulty in this supposition is that we 
cannot think of anything merely as a symbol. 'Ihe symbolic 
character of a thing consists in its standing for something 
else. But the thing itself must be something, before it 
can stand for another. Its being itself cannot be symbolic. 
Now if activity is to serve as a symbol, it must itself be 
something which in its being is not symboHc, although it 
may be so in its use. Activity itself does not mean a 
symbol ; it is simply used as a symbol. So it is clear that 
activity as activity must be something. And what can 
it possibly be unless we refer it to some direct experience 
of ours ? 
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It is indisputable that we have got some idea of activity. 
Our language is full of words and phrases which are signi- 
ficant only on the supposition that we have a notion of 
activity. The question is : Whence did we get the idea ? 
It cannot be derived from the phenomena of the external 
world. There, strictly, we find only succession and change. 
In the external world one phenomenon is followed by another. 
We cannot sense any activity out there in things. Merely 
to undergo change is not to be active. If we cannot draw 
this idea from the outside world, then it is only possible 
that we have obtained it from ourselves, i.e., from our own 
experience. This seems also warranted by facts. Whenever 
we are able to do something, we feel a sense of activity. It 
is only when we have obtained this idea from ourselves that 
it becomes possible for us to apply it, rightly or wrongly, 
to other things as well. But the reverse process is not 
possible. If this reading of facts is correct, then it appears 
reasonable that we should admit that there is a direct 
experience of activity in ourselves. Otherwise it is difidcult 
to account for the idea of activity which we undoubtedly 
possess. 

What we have considered above relates only to a fact 
of observation. We have tried to ascertain whether it is a 
fact that the self is not directly perceived to be active. But 
although the ascertainment of facts is an important business 
of philosophy, it is not mainly concerned with the obser- 
vation of facts. It has principally to enquire into the 
rationality of things. Philosophy is concerned more with 
rational criticism than with mere observation of facts, exter- 
nal or internal. Naturally for philosophy the objections 
against the activity of the self, based on the alleged facts 
of observation, are less important than those which are raised 
on the grounds of reason. When a man says that he does 
not find any activity in himself, we may think that he has not 
correctly observed, or has otherwise been niisled in his 
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observation. But when he insists that the conception of 
activity is such that it cannot validly be applied to any- 
thing in the world, far less to the self, he makes a more 
fundamental challenge to our belief. Even if we feel that 
we are active, we must be ready to think that our feeling 
is an illusion when it is proved to us that the idea of the self 
being active is not a consistent idea. In order therefore 
to validate our belief that the self is active, we have to show 
that our position does not suffer from those inconsistencies 
which have been alleged against it on grounds of reason. 
So let us consider here some of these arguments which seek 
to prove that the self cannot be active. 

The idea of activity certainly implies the idea of change. 
If I do not change at all, I do not know how I can then be 
active. Hut mere change does not mean activity. If I am 
made to undergo certain changes by some external cause I am 
not then active but passive. The change which I undergo 
in being active, must be a change which is entirely due to 
myself. It is not mere change but self-caused change that 
brings out the meaning of activity. But have we got really 
an instance of a purely self-caused change ? Nothing seems 
to change without some cause or other. If a thing could by 
itself be the sufficient cause of its change, why shouffi not the 
change tcake place at a time other than the moment of its 
actual occurrence ? Moreover, a change unrelated to any 
antecedent seems unintelligible. So it appears inevitable 
that a thing, in order to change, must at least require an 
occasion to put itself in the process of change. But if the 
change is brought about by an external occasion, how can it 
be then self- caused ? If in changing I am determined by an 
outside occasion, I am passive rather than active. Therefore, 
it may be argued, activity cannot be a self-complete or consis- 
tent idea {Gp. Bradley, Appearance and Reality, Ch. VII). 

Now, although an occasion may be necessary to make us 
active in a particular direction, the occasion by itself does not 
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account for the series of changes which is supposed to follow 
upon it. The occasion itself is not suflicient to lead to the 
changes, but it certainly requires the co-operation of the sub- 
ject which puts itself in the process of change. It may be 
inconceivable that a thing should burst forth into activity 
without reference to any appropriate occasion or other suitable 
conditions. But it is just as inconceivable that an occasion 
by itself should be sufficient to bring about any change in the 
world. The self too plays its part. It is never contended that 
the activity of the self is in no way determined by any other 
conditions or that it explains itself without referring to any- 
thing outside it. It is a matter of common knowledge that our 
activity is determined by the circumstances in which we have 
to be active as well as by the object which we seek to realise 
by our activity. But an admission of these external conditions 
never amounts to a denial of activity as such. These condi- 
tions cannot explain activity away precisely because they leave 
out of account the part played by the self. The self does play 
a part, and so long as its contribution cannot be shown to be 
mechanical or to be a passive resultant of external conditions, 
we have no means of assuring ourselves that the self is not 
active. It can at most be said that so far as the self is deter- 
mined by an occasion, it is not active; but as it is not wholly 
determined by any external condition, it has room enough to 
be active also. 

It cannot be said that the self receives passively and me- 
chanically some influence from an external occasion and as an 
inevitable effect of such influence, a process of change ensues, 
of which the self is only a helpless sufferer or a disinterested 
spectator. We find, on the contrary, that, whenever there is a 
genuine instance of activity, the self takes note of all relevant 
conditions and determines itself to act. A conscious subject 
cannot be made to act quite in the same way as a piece of 
stone is made to move. We do not consider here whether the 
self is at ail free to act. The will of a person may be as 
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thoroughly determined as you please by his heredity and 
education ; but the fact that he does will cannot be gainsaid. 
And what are heredity and education ? They are also part of 
himself. He may find it inevitable under certain circumstan- 
ces to be active. But even then it is not absolutely necessary 
that he should will the action, give his ready consent to the 
accomplishment of the act and actively work for it. The 
opposite alternative of his remaining absolutely idle, taking no 
part in the action, seems always possible. The fact that he, 
constituted as he is, cannot help acting in the way he does, 
can never mean that he does not act. 

But our troubles do not end here. It has been argued 
that the self cannot be active if it is a simple unity, and it 
cannot, also, be active even if it includes variety within it. 
And as the self either has or has not got variety, in either case 
it cannot be active. Activity involves change and change 
means the introduction of some difference. But an absolutely 
simple substance seems incapable of providing any room for 
internal differentiation. So it is evident that the self cannot 
be active if it is a simple unity. If the self includes variety, 
then too it cannot be active. Eor the parts changing, i.e., 
appearing and disappearing, cannot be included in that which 
is active throughout the process and in order to be the subject 
of an activity, a thing must remain the same throughout the 
act (C7p. Bradley, ibid) . 

The same objection may be urged from a slightly different 
point of view. If I am to be active, it may be urged, I must 
change before I can act. If I remain absolutely the same, I 
cannot be said to be active rather than inactive. In order to 
be able to initiate an action, i must have already undergone 
some change. But if I have already changed, how is it to be 
ascertained that it is the same I who am active ? 

The question has ultimately to be asked as to whether the 
idea of change is not compatible with our idea of the 
self. It is said that the self cannot change. In order to 
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know that there has been some change, the knowing subject 
must remain self-identical throughout the process of change. 
If the witnessing subject were itself to change, then there 
would be no consciousness of change. If the self which 
noticed the earlier state of a thing, is not the very same self 
which now sees its present state, then it is impossible to know 
by direct experience whether there has been any change at all. 
So it is contended that all changes are intelligible only on the 
basis of the unchanging self which witnesses them. 

But the question is whether the idea of change is a valid 
idea. If we fird it possible to conceive change, we should not 
find it more difficult to think of the self as active or changing. 
Change itself implies that the thing changing should remain 
the same and also become different at the same time. If 
a thing is simply replaced by another utterly different from 
it, we do not get an instance of change. The thing must 
somehow remain the same and also become different. 

The difficulties of the self being active are ultimately 
the difficulties of the conception of ‘ identity in difference.’ 
Abstractly considered, what is self-identical is not of course 
different. The idea of identity seems opposed to the idea of 
difference. But in any concrete thing there is an element, 
which is self-identical with itself, along with others which 
are different from one another. In such a case we may 
legitimately make use of the conception of identity in 
difference in order to express our idea of the thing. 

The self has undoubtedly an element in it which remains 
ever identical with itself. As witnessing subject, the self 
never undergoes any change. No difference is ever intro- 
duced iu its pure subjectivity. But the seif is not simply 
the pure subject. There are obvious differences in its various 
states which are also owned and recognised by it. The self 
is constituted by various elements, some of which are persis- 
tent and remain identical, while others are changing. The 
name self is not given merely to the self-identical element 
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or to the changing elements as divorced from the basis of 
identity ; but it is applied to the changing elemen ts as unified 
with the self-identical element. As the basis of identity is 
never lost the self can become conscious of differences in 
itself and in others. As different elements come to be unified 
with it and the self is understood to be self only as thus 
identified with them, there are obvious differences within 
itself. In this way we find room for identity in difference 
in the life of the self ; and so the idea of the self being active 
no longer presents to us any insuperable difficulties. 

If the self were a simple unity or a mere variety, then, 
of course, it should be very difficult to conceive it as active. 
If it were only a principle of changeless identity or of mere 
difference and change, we would not know how it could be 
active. But as the self is an unity in variety, permanent 
in the midst of change, we are persuaded that the alleged 
dif3.culties of its activity do not arise at all. 



CHAPTER XII. 


The Self as Appearance. 

We have already referred to the ambiguity of the term 
appearance, Anything that appears may be called an ap- 
pearance. But what appears need not always be real, for 
there are cases of illusion in which things, as seen by us, 
do not exist. An appearance, again, is not always unreal, 
since there are veridical perceptions in which things appear 
just as they really are. And as we cannot think of an inter- 
mediate category between reality and unreality, it is impos- 
sible to credit all appearances with a common metaphysical 
status. An appearance as such therefore has no determinate 
metaphysical character. 

But although the use of the term appearance is bound 
to create confusion whenever it is used without any quali- 
fication, if it is properly qualified, it may not only be ren- 
dered quite harmless, but it may also fulfil a very useful 
function. It appears to be the most convenient term we 
could find to describe that aspect of the self which we shall 
try to bring out in this chapter. We shall therefore begin 
with an explanation as to what we mean to signify by the 
term appearance. 

By appearance we do not mean something which does not 
exist. An appearance certainly is, but is likely to give 
place to another appearance and disappear. Its being, as 
determined by its time and place, is as real as anything else. 
But it is not the last nor the permanent state of the thing 
which appears in it. If an entity x passes through the several 



THE SELF, AND. THE IDEAL 


183 


states of a, h, c, etc., then a; as ‘a - or simply ‘a’ is an 
appearance. ‘ a ’ is not the last word nor the only word to 
he said about x, but it is a real state of x which however is 
liable to be superseded by 6. Anything that lacks stability 
is in our view an appearance. With us it is not a question 
of a part being taken as the whole or of a truth being taken 
as exclusive of other relevant truths. When we view a part 
as the whole, we are certainly in error and the appearance 
is an illusion. But when x is in a real state, a, h or c, there 
is no illusion if we think that it is in that state, although 
in our view a or h would still be an appearance. In order 
that a may be an appearance we need not think that it is the 
only state or property of x, but we may know full well that 
there are other states or properties of x, and still the state 
or the property we now associate with it will not cease to 
be an appearance. In brief, with us appearance is a name 
for unstable reality. That which is capable of being super- 
seded, although real at present, is an appearance. 

When it is said that the self is an appearance, we mean 
that the self, as it is found at any given moment of its life 
in the world, possesses no stable reality. It is seen only in 
its passing phases. We seem to occupy only temporary 
stations in life. Nowhere have we got, nor do we like to 
have, a permanent footing. There is an inward urge in us 
which makes us move from stage to stage, and never allows 
us to drop down with impunity into a state of static rest. 
If we were to be made rigidly immobile in any particular 
state of our being, as it is lived in this world, it would 
mean our complete death. There would be no possibility of 
life and growth, and in every respect we should be more dead 
than alive. We never like to remain absolutely fixed in 
any particular situation, however desirable that situation 
may appear to us for the time being. On the contrary, 
the movement from one state to another is accepted by us 
as part of the process of self-realisation. We never accept 
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any particular state of our being in the course of our earthly 
life, as the final or the only state which we can truly and 
properly enjoy. All that we are or can be never seems to 
be brought out completely iu any of our deeds and thoughts. 
At every stage we seem to fall short of what we think we 
really are. It is not simply the fact of change, which is 
inevitable and independent of our choice, that we like to 
emphasise here ; but we wish also to call attention to the fact 
that we never believe that any particular state or character, 
which we exhibit in life, can really contain or bring out the 
whole sum and substance of our being. So according to our 
defi.nition of the term, the self, as it is found here, is an 
appearance. It is presented only in its aspects which 
supersede one another and is never found truly in possession 
of itself. This however is not to be regretted ; it is in the 
interest of moral experience that the self is an appearance. 
This point will now be brought out by a consideration of the 
object of moral judgments. 

Ultimately it is the self which is the true object of all 
moral judgments. Without some reference to the self, such 
judgments cannot be made wholly intelligible. When we say 
that something is good, if the judgment is a moral one, the 
something in question cannot be a mere thing or an un- 
conscious substance in the ordinary sense of the terms. There 
is nothing specifically moral or immoral in a thing which 
exercises no volition and cannot adopt any attitude towards 
anything in the world. A mere thing can be called good in 
an aesthetic sense or by transference of epithet. Only human 
conduct can be called good in the moral sense Even conduct 
is not good or bad merely as an action or a series of changes in 
the external World. It is good or bad in so far as it expresses 
the nature or character of some conscious personality. 

Again, when we say that an action is good, we do not 
simply mean that it is a fit object of our contemplation. We 
really mean that it is something which we ought to follolv. 
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To say that an action is good is to say that we ought to do it. 
The goodness of an action does not carry with it simply a 
recommendation for its adoption to all morally-minded people, 
but it implies an obligation on all such people to follow the 
action actually in life. 

Moreover, when we say we ought to do a thing, oughtnesis 
refers not so much to the thing to be done as to ourselves. 
And even with regard to ourselves, it is not our mere doing 
which is emphasised as our being. The mechanical perfor- 
mance of an action is not of much ethical value. What is 
important is that we should be such that the action may 
naturally and truly follow from us. So when we say we ought 
to do something, we really mean that our nature or character 
should be such as would make the action quite natural for us. 

So the ultimate form of moral consciousness seems to be : 
‘ I ought to be such and such ’ or ‘ I ought to be good.’ 
This consciousness arises most significantly when I really find 
that there is a distinction between what I am and what I 
think I ought to be. If I happen to be really what I ought 
to be, there will be no significance in my feeling that I ought 
to be such and such. The moral quality of the feeling comes 
out most vividly when I am painfully aware that I am not 
what I ought to be. At the same time, if my not being what 
I ought to be came to me as a fixed fact about myself, which 
could by no means be altered, then, too, it would be difficult 
for me to feel genuinely that I ought to be such and such. 
Whenever I feel that I ought to be something, I cannot but 
experience, however mildly, a desire to change my present 
state which falls short of what I ought to be. I can feel this 
desire, because I know it is possible for me to change into 
something better than what I am. If what I am now were 
something I have got to be eternally, and if it were impossible 
for me to change, however slightly, from what I now find 
myself to be, such inevitabilities would rule out any desire on 
my part to change myself and would thus negate all moral 
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consciousness which implies such desire. My feeling that I 
ought to be something diiferent from what I am, has signi- 
^ance only because it is possible for me to get out of my 
present state. In fact the feeling that I ought to be different 
can really arise when I have already begun to be different. 
When I genuinely feel that I ought to be diiferent from my 
present state I have really dissociated myself from my present 
state and have identified myself in thought with an ideal. So 
long as 1 remain identified with my present state in thought 
and being, it is not possible for me to feel genuinely that I 
ought to be different. In any case when I feel I ought to be 
different, I condemn my present being ; such condemnation is 
possible only when I am already on the way to get out of my 
narrow imperfect being. 

Thus the fact comes out that the self, whenever it has any 
moral consciousness, takes itself to be capable of improvement 
and negates in thought the particular state in which it finds 
itself for the time being. The self, as unified with the state 
which gives us an occasion to feel the revolt or the self- 
assertion of the moral self, is denied by us. We do not 
accept it as our true selfj as the last or the only self we 
can have. But the negated self is not an unreality. If 
it were wholly unreal, not in any way attached to us, we 
should not seriously feel any dissatisfaction with ourselves 
which is the case in all genuine moral experience. It is 
undeniable that, for a time, the negated self happens to be 
our actual self, but its ultimacy or absoluteness is not 
accepted by any moral being. This is what we understand by 
appearance. Moral consciousness is possible if and only if 
the self is an appearance in this sense. If the self in any 
of its states were taken to be the final or absolute self, which 
can no further be changed or modified in the slightest degree, 
we should have to get ourselves reconciled to it and resign 
ourselves to the inevitable destiny. Prom such a state of 
things, no genuine moral consciousness, no consciousness of 
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a higher to be realised in life, no serious efforts to effect ai 
change in the present self can possibly arise. The moral life 
then would come to an end. But we refuse to accept any 
particular state of the self as the final state for which we are 
destined in life. We yearn towards an ideal which is not 
already embodied in the present self and we struggle against 
the imperfections of the present, immediate self in the interest 
of the ideal. 

What we are trying to bring out here is essentially the 
same point which Bosanquet made out in one of his Gifford 
lectures when he said : “ No one ever dreams of acting on the 
assumption that a mind is for itself, especially at a given 
moment of time, all that it is in itself. If this were the 
truth, we should never argue or persuade, For to argue or 
to persuade is to rely on factors of the mind which are at the 
moment not explicit, and which we desire to evoke into expli- 
citness. We could never appeal from Philip drunk to Philip 
sober, nor even point out that there and then the man was not 
himself” {Value and Destiny, p. 60). We believe we are 
not making an extravagant claim when we assert that the self 
never expresses itself fully in any of its particular states, that 
no state, through which it passes in its earthly life, is adequate 
to contain or define the whole or the real self. This much 
will probably be granted even by common sense. 

It may be thought that the self is nothing but the unity 
of its states, so that it is wholly expressed in its states, 
just as a whole is expressed in its parts. But our sub- 
stantive notion of the self cannot be expressed entirely in 
terms of states which are adjectival in character. More- 
over the states of the self are not parts of the self in the 
ordinary sense. Although it will be right to say that the self 
is real in any particular state, it will not be right to say that 
all its states are real then, because the different states of 
the self occurring at different times, can never be available 
at the same time. Besides whenever we predicate any state 
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of a self, it is the whole self that is made the subject. 
When we say X is angry, we do not mean that it is only a 
part of X that is angry. We mean on the contrary that 
the whole X is in a state of anger. Whatever is predicated 
of the self at any particular time seems to apply to the 
whole of the self and not to a part of it only. And although 
the whole self really happens to be in a particular state, it 
manages to get out of it and assumes other states without 
ceasing to he itself. Herein lies the significance of our 
calling any particular state of the self an appearance of 
the self. Any particular state of the self is a state of the 
whole self and yet the self does not for ever remain in that 
state, but passes out of it and assumes other states. 

We have tried to emphasise the fact that it is ultimately 
the being of the self which is the object of moral judgment 
and which is sought to be changed by moral efforts. This 
self cannot be a self which is withdrawn from all relations 
with the external world or other human beings. The being 
of the self which makes no difference to, and is not in its turn 
affected by, anything outside itself, is not of much consequence 
to moral experience. It is as good as not there from the 
moral point of view. We are neither moral nor immoral 
in the private enjoyment of our own being. It is only when 
we come in relation with other human beings that we become 
morally conscious. When we find that our relations with 
them are attended with undesirable results, we feel the moral 
necessity of bringing about some change in ourselves. So 
the self that requires to be changed is the self which is ex- 
pressed in its relations with and acts towards other human 
beings. The self viewed under the form of appearance is the 
concrete empirical self which manifests itself in its various 
acts, thoughts and feelings. The moral self has to be under- 
stood as inclusive of all these acts, thoughts and feelings. It 
is this inclusive self which is required to modify itself in the 
light of moral consciousness. 
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It is clear that a self which cannot enter into any signifi- 
cant relation with any other human being cannot be the 
subject of any moral attribute. The moral self has to be 
understood along with its relations . It must be a self whose 
being is to some extent one with that of its relations. 

People sometimes speak of ‘ external relations.’ We are 
not concerned here to find out the real sense of these terms 
nor to consider whether in any sense all relations can be called 
external. But this much we seem to know for certain that a 
significant relation always gives -us some knowledge of the 
nature of the terms which are related by it. If no part of the 
nature of the terms related came out in the relation, that is 
asserted between them, there would be no justification, nor any 
provocation, for making the assertion. The terms related can 
never be unconcerned in the assertion of any relation between 
them. If they were totally indifferent, any relation might be 
asserted. So we find that relations do bring out the nature of 
the terms related. Then again, metaphysically speaking, 
where are the relations to go ? If we are to believe 
in relations we must admit that they are somewhere 
real. But where can they be ? They cannot be simply 
thrown between the terms. Belations are not self-subsistent 
entities. If they were, they might be supposed to be real 
apart from the related terips. Since they are not, if they are 
to be real, they must be real only within a whole composed 
by the terms which are related by them. They are sometimes 
supposed to be real in the world of subsistence and not in that 
of existence. It is, however, very much to be doubted whether 
the world of subsistence has any reality apart from the world 
of existence. In any case when we speak of real entities of the 
world of existence, and assert relations between them, if the 
relations are to be real, they must be real in the same world. 
It is highly doubtful that the terms should be members of one 
world, and the relations between them should belong to an al- 
together different world. If the terms are real only as related, 
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the reality of the terms should imply the reality of relations in 
the very same world in which the terms are real. 

Now, if things are always found in relation with one 
another, then unrelated things have to be considered as unreal 
abstractions. What is true of other substances in this respect 
is true also of the spiritual substance, the self. The self is 
never found in utter isolation from the rest of the world. All 
the contents of its thoughts and feelings have come from the 
world ; and without such contents the self would be reduced 
to a principle of bare identity, which again is an empty abs- 
traction. The body and the mind of the self have been built 
up by the co-operation of different factors of the world. We 
may even say that the very substance of its being has been 
the product of the action and reaction among various forces, 
both physical and spiritual, operative in the world. It pre- 
serves its being by carrying on a commerce between itself and 
the world around it. If a person refuses to breathe in or 
breathe out for fear of having anything to do with the outside 
world he will within a short time be reduced to a mere lump 
of flesh and will no longer be called a self. If he does not 
learn anything from the world nor make any contribution to 
anybody’s knowledge, his mental life will soon wither away. 
Our being, both physical and mental, is most intimately en- 
twined with the being of the rest of the world ; and if we were 
to be cut adrift from the world, it would result in our death. 
It is impossible that we should cease to be a member of the 
world without at the same time ceasing to remain what we 
are. Every man is found in some particular situation and his 
character cannot be truly understood if we view him apart 
from his situation. He is always a member of a group or a 
whole which shapes his character and which is in its turn 
influenced by him. Every man is a member of a family ; he 
is in certain relations to the other members of the family. 
He is what his family has made him, although according to 
his capacity he too contributes something to the total 
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character of the family. He is a father or a son or something 
else. And the total character of his manhood, of his life and 
thought, would not be understood if his fatherhood or sonship 
were not taken into consideration. When a man is a father, 
he stands in a particular relation to some other member or 
members of his family and fulfils certain characteristic func- 
tions. This relation and these functions colour the whole 
being of the man. He would be a fiction and not the man 
he is, if he were conceived apart from his relation and func- 
tions. He belongs also to larger social and political groups, 
and very often to some religious community as well. His 
membership of these groups does not leave his being al- 
together unaffected. He has inherited a civilisation which 
has an individuality of its own. He is the product of an 
historical movement at a particular stage of its evolution. If 
the concrete reality of a man is to be understood, if, that is, 
we are to know him as he really is, we have to view him in 
these and many other aspects. 

We find as a matter of fact that every man is bound by 
a network of relations with other human beings. The currents 
of his life and thought run into those of his fellow men’s. A 
man is not a windowless monad imprisoned within the four walls 
of his private being. He lives and grows not only in inter- 
course and communion with his fellow men, but literally in 
them as well. It may sound strange, but nevertheless it 
appears to be a fact. Not only did the Father live in the 
Son, we ordinary mortals too seem to live in one another. Take 
the instance of a father in a family where the relation among 
the members is particularly close. If his thoughts and feel- 
ings are any part of himself, he cannot be said to live entirely 
within his narrow self confined in his physical organism His 
thoughts and feelings are never centred exclusively round 
his narrow self ; they embrace his relations and children in 
such a way that we cannot separate them from his being. 
His own well-being cannot be separated from the well-bpmg 
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of his children. A.ny harm done to them is more really his 
than any injury to his physical person. These are plain facts 
of everyday experience, and they unmistakably suggest that 
there is an actual intermingling of personalities in all our social 
life. We do not mean to uphold of course that the father lives 
merely in his children so that when they disappear he should 
disappear also. His life and being may and do extend beyond 
those of his children; but his children form part of himself 
and when some of them meet their death before him, we 
should say, he suffers to that extent a serious loss in being. 

We hold that the mental life of a man cannot be 
separated from his self. His thoughts and feelings, hopes 
and fears, ideas and ideals are part and parcel of his being. 
It is these which determine the concrete individuality of 
each man. Merely as knowing subjects, no two men ever 
betray any difference between themselves. As such they 
have no individuality. It is the contents of their mind which 
definitely mark out the distinctions of their personality. A 
person in his concrete reality will not be there if he is isolated 
from these contents of his mind. So we conclude that the 
thoughts and feelings of a man are part of his own self. 
Now, these are never exclusively centred within the person 
himself, but they go out to various objects and include them 
in their being. Just as it is an abstraction to think of the 
self apart from its thoughts and feelings, so will these 
thoughts and feelings be mere abstractions if they are viewed 
apart from their objects. We never entertain mere thoughts 
and mere feelings; but we always have thoughts about some- 
thing and feelings for some one or another. These objects 
are essential to our thoughts and feelings. If the objects 
are included in our thoughts and feelings, and if our thoughts 
and feelings are within the self, the objects must also be 
included in the self. When we think of some one and feel for 
him, our being goes out in our thoughts and feelings and 
embraces their object. This is not a matter of mere theory. 
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The things in which we are greatly interested are taken for 
all practical purposes as part of our very self. Our friends and 
relatives, houses and lands, clothes and furniture are part of 
our self in a very practical sense. We live and move in and 
about them, and if an attempt is made to efface the mark of 
our selfhood from them, we resist it with all the strength of 
our being. We call them ‘ mine’ ; and ‘ mine’ has no intelli- 
gible meaning unless it is interpreted as ‘part of myself,’ 

There cannot be any set limit to the personality of a man 
as to how far it can go and how much it can include in itself. 
It is always found connected with a physical organism, but 
on the basis of it, a spiritual superstructure is raised, — a new 
dimension of being which covers in its influence and being 
a much wider area of existence. We are changing from 
moment to moment according as the constituents of our body 
and the contents of our mind are changing. And although 
there are constant meetings and minglings between different 
personalities in many identical contents, our distinct 
individuality is never lost, because there are no two persons 
who do not differ in their mental and physical constituents. 

In upholding this view of the self, we are aware, we are 
going against the verdict of two very important schools of 
Indian thought. Both Sankhya and Vedanta maintain that 
the self or the spirit is a principle of intelligence which has 
no real connection with anything else. But although both 
these schools maintain that the self in its real nature exists 
in itself and is unattached to anything else, they do not deny 
the fact that in the world the self is found identified with a 
body together with a mass of physical and psychical dis- 
positions. This identification is supposed to have taken 
place through ‘ ignorance.’ But whatever may be the expla- 
nation of the fact that the self in its worldly course is found 
identified with a portion of the world of men and things, the 
fact itself is not and cannot be denied. 



CHAPTER XIII 

The Self as the Ideal. 

We have seen that the self, as it is found in the course 
of its worldly life, is an unstable reality. It moves from 
stage to stage, and at no stage of its career can we say that it is 
completely itself, that it shows forth characteristics which are 
the characteristics of its real and ultimate nature. But the 
fact that it is something changing presupposes that there is a 
basis of identity in it. The thing which changes must remain 
identical with itself in some sense or in some respect in order 
that we may be able to say that if has changed. So the very 
form of the self as appearance suggests that there is some 
underlying identity in the self. 

In practical life, the identity of the self is very rarely 
doubted. It is taken almost as a given fact. Nobody ever 
thinks that he is to-day a different man from what he was 
yesterday. When I remember certain things which I did in 
the past, I know at the same time that I am the very same 
person who did them. Otherwise there is no meaning in re- 
membering or thinking that I did them. By memory of this 
sort, which is accompanied by recognition of the past self as 
identical with the present one, we seem to be acquainted with 
an undoubted fact, — the fact of the identity of the self. Some 
philosophers have admitted the fact as well as the validity of 
recognition. It is accepted of course in implicit faith in every- 
day life. Still there are certain difficulties which make the 
fact appear as a thing of doubtful validity. There are un- 
doubted differences between our past self and the present on«. 



(THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


195 


And if there is to be identity in spite of these differences, we 
must be able to point out wherein that identity lies. When 
we look out for the point of identity between the past and 
the present self of a man, we find that it is not very easy to 
discover it. In what point is a child identical with the self 
of its old age ? The body has become totally different. The 
cells which constituted the body of the child is alto- 
gether absent from the body of the old man. The thoughts 
and fancies of the child are quite foreign to the mind of the 
old man ; they are perhaps not even remembered by him. If 
the body and the mind constitute the concrete self of a man, 
and if they both become totally different, how can we say that 
the person still remains identical with himself ? 

It is generally believed that personal identity is guaran- 
teed by the unity and the continuity which are discoverable in 
the life of a self. 

It may be frankly admitted that unity and continuity 
do really supply some very plausible arguments in favour of 
the identity of things. Without some unity we cannot say 
that a thing is there. Conversely, if we find some unity in 
some terms, we conclude that they are members of a single 
whole. The whole is the same whole which has each different 
member as one of its parts or aspects. From the unity of the 
parts, we pass on to the identity of the whole which shows 
itself in them. Laird, for instance, has maintained that the 
self is a substance or a whole which has experiences for its 
parts. When we see some characteristic unity in experiences, 
we may conclude that it is based on the identity of the self of 
which these experiences are the parts. Similarly we may 
conclude to the identity of a thing when we find some conti- 
nuity in it. If there are to be two different things, then one 
of them must cease to exist where the other begins. There 
must be a break in the middle. If there is no break, if, ie., 
one has not ceased to exist, we feel justified in saying that it 
is the same thinsr that has continued. Such arguments are 
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not perhaps vitiated by any palpable fallacy, and it is natural 
for us to suppose that there is some identity at the root of all 
unity and continuity. Still we shall presently see that unity and 
continuity do not satisfactorily explain the difficulties of perso- 
nal identity. 

Is there any unity at all in the self or its experiences ? 
It is said there is. “ And there are general arguments which 
go to prove that any experience, to be an experience at all, 
must imply a considerable measure of unity. The most famous 
and the strongest argument on this head is Kant’s deduction 
of the synthetic unity of apperception” (Laird, Problems 
of the Self, p. 21S). 

It may be true that in any experience there must be a 
considerable measure of unity. But this unity is confined to 
particular experiences. If there is to be any experience, there 
must be some unity in it, but the unity need not go beyond 
the particular experience concerned. So far and so long as 
some synthetic function is exercised, there must be some unity 
but not beyond that. If from such unity we are to infer the 
identity of the self, the self will be identical with itself only 
so long as one particular experience lasts. If there is to be the 
same self in different experiences, it must be proved that the 
different experiences are bound by some unity. If we are to 
be justified in our belief that it is the same self, which is 
present in all the experiences, that are ascribed to a man from 
his birth to his death, and if we are to rely, for this purpose, 
on arguments from unity, we must be able to show that there is 
some unmistakable unity in all such experiences. And 
this is very difficult to show. 

It is not at all easy to discover any running unity in the 
lives of many persons. People have their own whims and 
eccentricities. Some are expressly recognised as whimsical or 
capricious. A whim or a caprice is that which does not fit in 
with the plan of one’s character. A whimsical person is one 
whose conduct is not regulated by a unitary plan. But to 
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be capricious is not the privilege or misfortune of a few rare 
individuals. There is a streak of caprice in every one of 
us. It is the element of irrationality in human lives and 
no one can even pretend, not even the greatest among us, 
that his life from beginning to end is completely rational. 
There are acts and incidents in the life of every man which 
are not in strict conformity with any principle that is 
supposed to regulate the other parts of his life. Laird says 
“ The lives of many of us show a wanton disregard of unity. 
Traits of character appear which seem totally out of keeping 
with the general trend of the life and often it seems im- 
possible to say that a particular life has a general trend at 
all” (p. 217). If there is no ‘general trend,’ ‘no closely 
knit unity ’ in the life of a self, how are we to be sure, basing 
ourselves on the criterion of unity, that it is the same self 
which has lived the life ? 

We do not seek to maintain that there is no unity at all 
in the life of a man. We admit with Laird that ‘ there is a 
closely knit connection in many particular strands of a life.’ 
But we say that all the unity that we can discover is of 
particular strands only. There is no strict unity in the fabric 
as a whole. Even Laird says that “The unity of the self 
from the cradle to the tomb is less than the unity of many 
particular strands of its experience” (p. 361). When it is 
said that the unity of the whole is looser or less than the 
unity of many particular strands, it seems to be recognised 
that when we regard any life as a whole we find many 
elements which do not strictly form part of any unity at all. 
Otherwise why should the unity of the whole be less than 
the unity of its parts ? Now if there are experiences which 
do not form part of any unity, and if unity is the proof of 
the identity of the self, then these experiences along with 
others which fall within the plan of a unity cannot be ascribed 
to the very same person. They will belong either to momen- 
tary personalities or to no person at all. But since it is not 
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possible to have any experience without an experiencer, 
it is more likely that they will belong to persons with momen- 
tary existence. But if the life of a man were to be interfered 
with by the appearance and disappearance of such foreign 
personalities, there would be no real continuity and unity 
in the life, and consequently, it would not be true to say that 
the whole life belongs to one and the same man. 

It may be contended that the whole life of a man is not 
altogether devoid of all unity. There is some unity, but the 
unity of the whole life is less marked or close than the unity 
of its many particular strands. But if the unity can be more 
or less, then the identity which is marked or judged by it 
will be also more or less. And personal identity, as Bradley 
says, will be “ mainly a matter of degree.” But is it really 
sol? If identity means sameness, can we have identity 
between things which are not really the same? If they 
must be the same can their identity be more or less ? In 
any case when I assert that I was there, do I really mean 
that I am more or less the same person who was there and 
the very person who was there cannot now be found at all ? 

Moreover there is no one single unity in the life of a 
man; there are many unities. A man generally belongs to 
a group for his religion, to another for his profession and 
sometimes to a third for his pleasure. These different group- 
ings mark more or less well-defined unities in his life. There 
does not appear to be any special unity which co-ordinates 
all these unities under it. There is no particular unity 
between a golfer and a catholic or a dealer in hides. Again 
unity is found not only in the life of one person, but it can also 
be found in the lives of many different persons. Persons 
coming from a particular locality, or belonging to a particular 
profession or faith, exhibit some characteristic unity in their 
lives. The unity cannot be overlooked at least in a family, 
where all different members are bound together by harmonious 
relations. If this is so, and if unity is our criterion for 
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identity, then we shall be obliged to admit that what is 
generally supposed to be the life of a single man is in fact 
the lives of many different persons and the so-called different 
persons again are nothing but parts of a composite personal- 
ity. From this it is evident that mere unity cannot throw 
any clear light on the problem of personal identity. 

Even if we suppose that there is some characteristic 
unity in the life of one person which is not available in the 
lives of many, and that this unity is not the unity of its 
particular strands, we shall find that unity is not sufficient 
to account for identity. “This self,’’ says Laird^, “it is 
plain, consists of experiences and identity is of the ex- 
periences ” (p. 245), If the self consists of experiences, 

the identity of the self should mean the identity of its ex- 
periences. But have we got identity of experiences when 
we are talking of their unity only? Two or more terms may 
be the constituents of a single whole and cn that account 
there may be some unity in them. But that will never 
guarantee any identity between them. If the experiences 
of a child are not the experiences of an old man, they 
are not clearly identical, although they may be unified 
under the conception of a long life. If then the 
identity of the self is the identity of its experiences, 
the self of an old man is not clearly identical with the 
self of the child. The unity of experiences may at best 
signify that they are parts of a single life or a single self 
but it cannot show that the self is the same at different 
stages of its life or in its different experiences. For the 
self as constituted by all its experiences is not clearly avail- 
able in any of its particular experiences, and so there cannot 
be any significant judgment about its sameness. When I 
say I am here or I was there, if by the personal pronoun ‘I’ 
we mean a self, we do not take the self to be constituted 
by all its experiences. For the self with all its experiences 
can be peither here nor there. The problem of the identity 
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of the self does not refer to the identity of a supposed self, 
which consists cf all its experiences, but to the identity of 
the self which is here and now, and is supposed to have been 
there some time back. 

When we come to consider continuity, we find ourselves 
confronted with similar difficulties. Consciousness seems to 
be essential to the self. The self would be no self if it had 
no consciousness. And the continuity of the self should 
include the continuity of consciousness. But it is open to 
serious doubt whether there is any continuity in the conscious- 
ness of the self. By sleep, and sometimes by swoon, the self 
is deprived of its consciousness. These are supposed to occasion 
undoubted gaps in its consciousness. How can we then main- 
tain that there is any continuity at all in its consciousness ? 

It may be supposed that the self is not mere conscious- 
ness, it is body as well, and there is no break in the conti- 
nuity of its body and this accounts for its identity. But it 
should be remembered that when I pass any judgment of 
identity about myself, I do not do so after realising the fact 
that my body has all along been continuous. 

Continuity may justify the unity of a series but never 
the identity of its terms. A compact series of numbers may 
be continuous but this does not mean that any two of its 
terms are identical with each other. 

Mere continuity is not thought sufficient to guarantee 
personal identity. As Bradley has pointed out, qualitative 
sameness also is necessary. “As far as I can judge it is usual 
for personal identity to require both continuity and qualita- 
tive sameness.” The question is whether we find any qualita- 
tive sameness at all. Not only is it not certain that in any 
case there is qualitative sameness along with continuity, but 
it appears even doubtful whether with qualitative sameness 
we can have any continuity. If there is qualitative sameness, 
how can we know or indicate that there has been any transi- 
tion ? And without tyansition. how can we speak of continuity 
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at all ? From this we get the more fundamental question 
whether any continuity is at all compatible with identity. In 
the case of real identity, we are left with what is essentially 
one and the same thing. In what is it to be continuous ? It 
is not very usual to speak of one and the same thing as 
continuous with itself. 

Thus we see that it is very difficult to find any valid 
ground for our belief in personal identity. But this belief is 
universal and so before accepting the belief as true or reject- 
ing it as false, we should make clear to ourselves the sense in 
which the belief is actually held and in which it seems to be 
essential to a rational interpretation of experience. 

We do not believe that the self taken concretely as the 
unity of its mind and body remains absolutely the same 
throughout its whole life. If it were absolutely the same, it 
should preclude the possibility of all change in the life of the 
self. But, as we have seen, all our endeavour to improve 
ourselves, morally or otherwise, is invariably accompanied by 
the belief that it is possible to make changes in the self. The 
very experience which requires that the self should remain 
identical with itself also requires that the self should be 
subject to change. So it is certain that we do not believe in 
the pure identity of the self. It is no use trying to find basis 
for a belief which is not there. 

But even though the self may not be absolutely identical, 
yet if any identity is there it must be a real identity. That is 
to say, although the self as a whole may not be absolutely 
identical throughout its life, there must be some element in 
it which remains absolutely identical. There must be a 
respect in which the self is wholly identical. Let us see if 
there is any element in the self which remains identical. 

No experience is possible without a subject with which 
the self is identified. And the self never detects any change 
in its subjectivity. The object changes and the changes can 
clearly be pointed out. But the subject remains the same. 
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The subject is not given as an objective content of 
any experience. It is given in its self-dhjoyment and 
in this no change or difference is ever discoverable. We 
may imagine it to undergo some change by confusing it with 
a complex of objective contents. But if we view it in its 
subjectivity, we find that no change is possible in it. We 
find that the subject remains ever truly identical with itself. 
True identity can be found only where there is no change or 
difference. The identity of the subject is the only meaning 
of the identity of the self. Here we have got identity in the 
absolute sense. A.11 other identities are only more or less and 
with regard to certain elements and in some respects. And 
unless the elements and the respects are specified, we cannot 
determine whether any judgment of identity is right or wrong. 
When I say ‘ I was young, I am now old ’ I can never mean 
that my identity can be secured by the identity of my youth 
with ray old age; that is clearly impossible. My identity can 
be secured only by the identity of my subjective self which is 
the same in all stages of ray life. We are justified in speaking 
of ourselves as the same self because, although differing in 
mental and bodily conditions at different stages of life, we are 
ever the self-same subject. The subject in me is really one 
with the subject in you. But as I never grasp your pure 
subjectivity, but always associate you with a mass of objective 
conditions, which are not the objective conditions of myself, I 
do not as a matter of fact identify myself with you. 

What do you mean by the subject ? we may be very 
reasonably asked here. But we confess it is not possible to 
give a definition of the subject in the strict sense of the term. 
Definition is po.ssible only of definite objects. The subject 
has to be understood in itself or not understood at all. But 
we hope we do not mean by the subject anything very different 
from what everybody understands by it. It may be that we 
want to bring out certain implications of this understanding 
which are not very clear in popular thought. 
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Though we cannot strictly define the subject, still it is 
desirable that wo should try to explain however vaguely our 
notion of the subject. By subject we do not mean the self. 
I and you are selves. We are rich or poor, tall or short, wise 
or foolish. As selves we cannot probably disown these 
characteristics, but they do not belong to the subject. These 
objective determinations pertain to objects which can be 
grasped in thought, but the subject is felt or known only in 
self-enjoyment. It cannot be held up before thought. It is 
true that there would be no true self unless we associate it 
with the subject but pure subjectivity is not a sufficient 
description of the self. Our selves are usually associated with 
a mass of objective contents from which however the subject 
as such has to be distinguished. 

The objective contents of experience lack the principle of 
self-manifestation. Considered in themselves, we would not 
speak of them as known. It is the subject which makes them 
known, enlightens them with the light of its knowledge. That 
which makes an objective content known and without which 
it would not be known at all, is the subject, the principle of 
intelligence. 

We have said that the subject in mo is the same as the 
subject in you. If we carry this thought further, we have to 
say that there is only one subject in the universe, in the light 
of which all things are known. We got the proof of this one 
subject in a very simple manner. That there is knowledge 
nobody can deny. Also it cannot be denied that there cannot 
be any knowledge without a subject. When we know further 
that the subject in one instance of knowledge cannot be 
differentiated as subject from the subject in another instance 
of knowledge, we cannot resist the conclusion that there is 
only one subject in the universe. 

How can one subject, it may be asked, be responsible for 
all knowledge in the world ? Almost an infinite number of 
things is known by different individuals at the same time. It 
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is inconceivable that they should be objects of the same 
subject at the same time. It would appear almost miraculous 
if all objects were simultaneously to be present to the same 
subject. 

This, however, is not an insoluble mystery. To be the 
subject is to be conscious. There is no necessity in the nature 
of consciousness that there should be only one object for 
it at one time. When I look at the watch in my hand, I find 
I see its colour and shape, hear its tick-tick sound and feel its 
touch quite at the same time. We know for certain that two 
or three objects can be grasped in one and the same intuition. 
This shows that multiplicity of objects is no argument against 
the unity of the subject. That we are not able to know an 
indefinite number of objects at one and the same time is also a 
fact. But this is due not to any inability of the subject to 
know many objects at the same time, but to the constitution 
of the psycho-physical organism which is our instrument for 
knowledge. Our senses cannot reach out to very distant 
objects. Our minds cannot take on the modification of too 
many objects at the same time. This is why we cannot know 
many things at the same time. But this is an accident of 
human knowledge and is no indication of any limitation in 
the knowing capacity of the subject. We have to know 
through our body and mind. They serve as the instruments 
of our knowledge and as they are things of limited capacity, 
we too are limited in our knowledge of objects. But the 
subject is neither mind nor body. The mind and the body 
act and change to make knowledge possible for us, but 
knowledge itself is not changing and belongs to something 
which is changeless. There is no doubt of the fact that the 
mind and the body undergo changes These presuppose that 
there should be unchanging something, the subject, which 
can be conscious of these changes. A thing which changes 
cannot itself become conscious of the change. This shows 
that there must be a subject, different from mind and body, 
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which is not limited, therefore, in its knowledge, by mental 
and bodily conditions. 

This raises the question : where then is the subject ? We 
talk of the subject in you or in me. Wherever there is 
knowledge, there is the subject. And if knowledge is found 
only in ourselves, it seems certain that the subject can be found 
only in human beings, i.e., within some mind and body. But 
when it is said that it is the same subject which is in us all, 
it is evident that no one of us makes any difference to its 
being. And if it can dispense with any one of us, it is 
possible that it can dispense with us all. Is it really 
possible ? 

We have no doubt spoken, though loosely, of the subject 
as in you or in me. We vaguely feel that knowledge takes 
place within us. It is a fact — and it agrees with our own 
hypothesis — that wherever there is knowledge, there is the 
subject. But where exactly is knowledge ? Can we locate 
knowledge anywhere in the outside world or within our body? 
It is impossible that knowledge as knowledge should be found 
anywhere except in self-enjoyment along with the subject. 
If it could be found, it would be found either here or there. 
But ‘ here’ and ‘there’ have meaning only in a field of know- 
ledge, and they cannot contain knowledge in them. It is 
evident therefore that knowledge cannot be found anywhere. 
All finding is the work of knowledge or the subject which 
itself cannot be found anywhere in the world. We may 
believe that there is knowledge in birds and beasts and in 
men ; we may infer the presence of knowledge from the 
behaviours of men and animals. But knowledge as knowledge 
is nowhere seen. It is felt and realised only in our own 
selves. We say we realise it in ourselves, but we do not find 
it in any part of the psycho-physical organism. We might 
more truly say that knowledge reveals itself to us so far as 
we succeed in identifying ourselves with the subject. We 
find objects here or there, but knowledge is realised only in 
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knowing. But knowing is not a spatio-temporal event that 
it can be realised anywhere in the world. It is an eternal 
fact which is revealed to us when we realise our identity 
with the subject. 

We speak of the subject in us, not because the subject 
is really within our body or mind, but because we think of 
ourselves as in union with the subject. The subject is really 
beyond mind and body and is not involved in their history 
and fate nor is it affected by their birth and death. The 
subject is the eternal principle of knowledge which enlightens 
all things and gives meaning to their existence. If we are 
to think of anything being there, we have to think that the 
subject is also there. It is not something which has arisen 
in course of history. It has been there from the beginning 
of time. But how do we know it ? 

It is usual to imagine a long course of world history prior 
to the appearance of any human or living being on earth. 
But is not the history imagined just as it would have appeared 
to a witnessing subject? If we really believe that things 
were there just as they would be known, are we not required 
to believe that they were actually known and, with them, 
there was the subject to know them ? How can a thing be 
just as it is known, unless it is known ? It is supposed that 
a thing as known is quite the same as it is when it is not 
known, that knowledge makes no difference to its objects. 
But how can it be proved ? How are we to know that a thing 
as known is the same as the thing as not known ? The only 
way of deciding the question is by comparison. But it is 
absolutely impossible for us to compare a known thing with 
an unknown thing. We cannot get at anything without the 
light of knowledge. When we are not actually knowing 
something we can imagine it as existing, but even in imagina- 
tion we think it exists only as known. It seems therefore 
more reasonable to suppose that a thing is as it is known only 
when it is actually known. It seems unreasonable to think 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


207 


of anything as known without there being any knowledge of 
it. So if things were there as they would be known or simply 
(which comes to the same thing) as known, before my birth 
or the birth of any living being, there must have been the 
subject with them to know them. We readily admit that 
our knowledge makes no difference to its object, simply 
because there are no unknown objects. We even grant that 
things are independent of all the knowledge that we can 
accomplish in the world ; but they are never independent of 
the knowledge which is there. We are ready to believe that 
things as known by us remain quite the same even when we 
cease to know them ; because when we know them, we know 
them as they are known by the subject which never ceases to 
know. They do not remain the same by lapsing into the 
obscurity of unknownness, but by continuing to be what they 
really are, i.c., informed with the knowledge of the subject. 
When we know any object, we do not bring about any change 
in the object or in knowledge. We only appropriate, accord- 
ing to the capacity of our mind and body, the knowledge 
which is already there. But knowledge does not become 
more or less by being shared by many. In knowing we 
become one with the subject, and the object remains what it 

is, enlightened by the presence of the subject. 

The subject knows things in their reality and truth. It 
is the ultimate standard of truth, and the ground and ideal of 
our knowledge. It is ever our effort to identify ourselves 
with the subject and in so far as we are able to accomplish 

it, we know and we know truly. 

It is not by a half-hearted compromise of supposed 
coherence among our imperfect knowledges that we can attain 
real knowledge and truth. Nor can we gain the same object 
through an unintelligible correspondence between intelligent 
knowledge and unintelligent blind things. No such things 
are ever there ; even if they were, there would be no real 
correspondence. We attain truth by our identity with the 
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subject. Where there is truth there may be a sort of coher- 
ence and even correspondence, because our identity with the 
subject underlies them both. But it seems to be a misreading 
of facts to call truth either coherence or correspondence. 

The pure subject here conceived is really the same as the 
ideal which we discussed in our ninth chapter. The subject 
as such is nothing but the principle of knowledge considered 
in relation to objects. The principle of knowledge is not 
different from the ideal ; it constitutes that aspect of the 
ideal which is responsible for the manifestation of things. 
If the identity of the self, which is felt as given and which is 
required for a rational interpretation of experience, implies 
our identity with the subject or the principle of knowledge, 
it proves indirectly our identity with the ideal itself. The 
identity of the self with the ideal follows from other consi- 
derations also. 

It is not generally thought possible that a thing should 
become other than itself. A mango plant never becomes a 
banian tree. A thing can develop its innate capacities but 
it cannot transcend the limits prescribed by the nature of its 
being. So it appears that if we are ever to become our 
ideal, it should be such as can be brought within the defini- 
tion of the nature of our being. If it should be such that 
the nature of our being cannot allow it, it would be impossible 
for us ever to become it. So it seems evident that there 
should be an inner identity between our being and the ideal 
which we wish to become. 

It may be said that a thing does become what it is not. 
The fact that it becomes something shows that it comes to 
be different from what it now is. By the process of change, 
which is present everywhere in the world, a person may 
develop into what we never expect from him. 

But if a thing is to become anything and is not to be 
simply cancelled, destroyed or replaced by another, then there 
must be some identity between what it now is and what it 



THE SELB! AND THE IDEAL 209 

comes to be afterwards. If it is not there in the thing it has 
become, how can we say it has become it ? All becoming is 
possible only on the basis of some identity. And the identity 
of a thing, in the last analysis, is the peculiar nature of the 
thing itself which is not brought about by any process of 
change. 

Moreover even if it be true that things become really 
different from what they are, it is not found that anybody 
ever desires to become somebody else. No one ever wishes 
that his being should disappear in the being of someone else. 
We may desire to be like many another person. But we 
never desire to be exactly another person. Even if we 
ever entertain any such desire it would be almost meaningless. 
The person we wish to become is either there or not there. 
If he is not there, and if we are to be exactly he, we should 
not also be there, i.e. we should die. So our desire to be 
another person is a desire for death. If he is there, then, too, 
our desire to be exactly he means our desire for death. For 
continuing our being, however like him we may become, we 
can be only different from him. But desire for death is 
contrary to the law of nature. 

If we examine our notion of the ideal, we find we think 
of it as that which we desire most sincerely to realise in our 
life. It is something with which we want to become one,, 
It is impossible that the ideal should be less than this. 
We have seen that it is our being rather than our doing that 
is the true object of moral judgment, and that our goodness 
consists in our being one with the ideal. There is no doubt 
that we want to be good. This means we want to be one with 
the ideal. Now if the ideal is real, and if in wishing to be 
good, we are not wishing for our own death, it seems certain 
that the ideal must not be an other to ourselves. It must 
be our very self. 

We know we feel an obligation to be moral, to realise the 
ideal. There is a moral necessity that we should identify 
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ourselves with the ideal. We know we achieve goodness in 
so far as we submit to this necessity. But it is also a fact 
that there cannot be any goodness in submitting to a foreign 
demand. There cannot be any moral necessity to bear the 
burden of an external imposition. All the moral necessity is 
the necessity of the self which arises from the self’s identity 
with the ideal. We are good when and so far as we realise the 
ideal, because in realising the ideal, we realise the self. If 
in realising the ideal, we are simply submitting to a foreign 
necessity, we could not be good in any sense. Our realisation 
of the ideal can be accounted as our goodness only when it is 
an expression of our own self. All this implies that the ideal 
is nothing but our self itself. 

This however raises a very serious difficulty. If the self 
is already the ideal, what means all its moral struggle to 
realise the ideal ? If the self is the subject, the eternal prin- 
ciple of knowledge, by which everything is manifested, how 
is it that the self is so limited in its knowledge and how could 
we speak of it as an appearance, as changing and acting? 
The solution of this difficulty will be found in the fact that 
the self is possessed of a double nature. It is divided within 
itself, and its inner division is the root of all its moral struggle 
and the cause of its limitation in knowledge and goodness. 

The subject and ideal is really a transcendental principle. 
It is the presupposition of all knowledge and goodness. If 
the aspect of knowledge is inseparable from the existence of 
things, we may say that it is the ground of all existence. 
But it is not anywhere in the world nor is it in any way in- 
volved in any worldly change. It is the unmoving ground 
of all movement in history and nature. The self however 
is too much immersed in the world. It finds itself as part 
of the world without being separated from its transcendental 
ground. Thus the self has an empirical aspect also and its 
true nature cannot be adequately understood by considering 
its transcendental aspect only. We have to consider its 
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empirical aspect also. In its empirical aspect, it shares in the 
characteristics of the world ; and so a true understanding of 
its nature would require an understanding of the world as well. 
Some consideration of the nature of the world will therefore 
help us to a better understanding of the nature of the self and 
thereby to a more adequate solution of the difi&culty we have 
suggested above. 



CHAPTER XIV 


The World. 

We do not propose to deal in this chapter with the nature 
of the world in all its aspects. We wish to consider it only 
in some of the principal metaphysical aspects of it in so far as 
they seem to be connected with the nature of the self. 

By the term world we understand the spatio-temporal 
system in which everything has a physical constituent and 
a history. We cannot think of anything in the world which 
has no physical property nor can there be anything in it 
which has not gone through a process of change. The world 
thus includes the world of dead matter as well as the vege- 
table and the animal kingdom, from protons and electrons up 
to saints and prophets. There are in this world, men with 
physical organisms, endowed with the capacity of pleasure 
and pain. And there are things in the world which can be 
changed through the agency of men and can be thus made 
either the means of their enjoyment or the instruments of 
their suffering. 

Not only do we find this world to be there empirically 
but it is also presupposed by our moral consciousness. Moral 
consciousness comes to its fulness only when there are, besides 
the moral agent, other human beings who can be helped or 
hindered in their lives by him. I can have real moral con- 
sciousness when I realise that I owe certain duties towards 
others which 1 can discharge only through my actions. If 
the self were alone in this universe, it could not have any 
sense of duty, since there would be nobody to demand it from 
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it. And if there were no world, there would be no field for 
its actions. This would be equally fatal to its moral con- 
sciousness. One can be active only by being able to bring 
about some change in some material medium which is pro- 
vided only by the world. So it is evident that the world must 
be there to make morality possible. In fact it is through 
the mediation of the world that the self which, as the pure 
subject, is identical with the ideal, has been divided into the 
moral agent and the ideal, and thus has morality been made 
possible. If the self or the ideal existed in its singularity, 
no morality and consequently no moral consciousness would 
be possible. For this the intermediation of the world is 
absolutely necessary. The philosopher who starts with the 
fact of moral consciousness must find some room for the world 
in his scheme of reality. If there is any validity in moral 
consciousness, the reality of the world must remain undoubt- 
ed. Particular facts of the world may, under certain circum- 
stances, be doubted. But the idea that the world itself is not 
there, cannot be entertained without impairing our belief in 
the validity of moral consciousness. And since we found no 
reason to doubt the validity of moral judgments, we should 
not, for this reason at least, doubt the reality of the world. 
So the first proposition we know about the world is that it 
is real. 

The world is an appearance also. By appearance we 
understand what we understood by it when we spoke of the 
self as an appearance. The reality of the world is not incom- 
patible with the fact that it is an appearance. The world is 
certainly there. But at no time of its existence can we find 
that it possesses characteristics which possess ultimate reality. 
By ultimate reality we mean a reality which never needs to 
change itself. But nothing in the world remains absolutely 
the same for two successive moments. What the world is at 
this moment, when we take it in its concrete particular 
character, is not found to remain the same at the very next 
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moment. At every moment the world is certainly real, but 
its reality is not such that it remains unafFected by time and 
change. It is not unalterable and fixed. We do not need to 
take the world as it now is as the only possible world that 
ever is or can be there. The world changes of itself, inde- 
pendently of all human operations, and is also liable to further 
changes brought about by human efforts. The face of the 
earth at least is largely what man has made it. 

Just as morality demands that the world should be real, 
it also requires that the world should be an appearance. If 
the world were real in such a way that it never changed and 
was not changeable, then we would all be fixed in our immo- 
bility, and morality as a free activity would be utterly an 
illusion. So the world which moral consciousness presup- 
poses is a world which must be in a fluid state of change and 
changeableness. In our terminology, it must be an appear- 
ance. 

We have tried to make it clear that through all our 
rational activities, we are seeking to realise the ideal. But 
what are we ? As pure subject, we are identical with the 
ideal and there is no question of our realising the ideal. But 
we are also part of the world and, as forming part of the 
world, we seem to be under a necessity to realise the ideal. 
The physical organism from which we are never separated is 
undoubtedly part of the world, regulated by its laws of birth 
and death, growth and decay. Our life too is surely a world- 
ly phenomenon. Even our mind is imbedded in the soil of the 
world. It too is born, grows and decays and finally dis- 
appears, By mind we do not understand the pure subject 
which illuminates all objects with the light of its conscious- 
ness. The mind is the mechanism whose acts and states are 
not the acts and states of the body, although they may not be 
separable from some bodily changes. There are certain 
characteristic bodily acts and states, e.g., movement and heat. 
But we know of some other acts and states such as attention. 
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anger, fear, etc. There are at least two principal reasons why 
they cannot be referred to the subject. Consciousness is the 
only state of the subject. We know of the subject simply 
as knower. Anger and fear could be referred to the subject if 
they were the modifications of consciousness. If we think 
a little, we sliall find that there is only a consciousness of 
modifications but no modification of consciousness. All 
modifications are possible only of limited objects which can 
be thrown into this or that mould. If consciousness itself 
were limited, there would be no consciousness of limitation. 

Again we know that anger and fear are not known as 
the pure subject nor as pure consciousness but as definite 
objects of consciousness. They are certainly objective traits 
and must belong to some object, and we know that the subject 
cannot be an object and so they are not the states of the 
subject. Since they are never identified simply with bodily 
states, we refer them to a third something which we call the 
mind. 

Just as we inherit the body from our parents, so do we 
inherit the mind also. It is to the gifts of the mind that we 
owe many of our distinctions. The mind and the body give 
us our individuality and they are part of the world. All our 
efforts are either of the body or of the mind. But our mind 
and body being part of the world, we can say that, in all 
our moral endeavours to realise the ideal, it is the world itself 
which is seeking to realise the ideal through us. 

Human beings are not alien inhabitants of the world, 
they are its natural products. They have been brought into 
existence as a result of a very long process of development 
and natural selection. Even now they are maintained in 
existence by the operation of different forces of the world. It 
is not given to them to persist in any of their efforts for a long 
time, right in the face of opposition from the rest of the 
world. Their opposing efforts must cease or they would cease 
to exist. The human race has been fairly persistent in its 
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efforts to realise the ideal. It could not have been the case 
if the efforts of men were not supported by the forces of the 
world, if, that is, man’s pursuit of the ideal were not also the 
pursuit of the world in the same direction. 

The tendency towards the realisation of the ideal is at the 
root of the history of the world. And the increasing realisa- 
tion of the ideal is the meaning of evolution and progress. 
Evolution and progress imply a movement towards the ideal 
standard of goodness. When we say that there has been 
progress or evolution, we pass a judgment of value. Such 
judgments can be valid only when we find that there has been 
an approach to the ideal. 

We know life and mind have appeared on earth in course 
of time. And whatever may be the ideal in itself we know 
that amid earthly conditions it can be realised only on the 
basis of life and mind. So in bringing forth life and mind, 
the world is showing a sure tendency towards the realisation 
of the ideal. 

When we say that the ideal is being realised in the world 
we mean that the world is different from the ideal. If the 
world were one with the ideal, it would not be true to say 
that the world is realising the ideal. The world presents itself 
as an other to the ideal ; and this otherness is sought to be 
eliminated by the process of realising the ideal. This other- 
ness remains an inherent characteristic of the world so long 
as the being of the world is not merged in that of the ideal. 

We have spoken of the world as an appearance. But the 
ideal is in no sense an appearance. The world possesses a 
sort of unstable reality. It is constantly assuming new forms 
and putting them off as unsuited to the expression of its real 
character. All the forms that the world presents to us are 
unstable. Instability, a sort of indeterminateness, seems to 
be the form of the world. The ideal is not so ; it is eternal 
and is fixed in its self-sameness. 
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But in spite of this difference there must be some under- 
lying unity between the world and the ideal. If it is possible 
for the ideal to be reflected in the world or for the world to 
be gradually identified with the ideal, there must already be 
some inner harmony between the natures of the two. If 
again we find that the world as a matter of course tends 
towards a gradual identification with the ideal, we cannot 
help thinking that the world has got its root in the ideal, and 
in becoming one with the ideal, it is only fulfilling the law of 
its being. Nothing can ever go against the law of its nature. 
Everything is or does what is made possible by its own nature. 
If in men the world tends to become one with the ideal, we 
have to think that such unification with the ideal is inherent 
in the law of the nature of the world. This presupposes that 
there is some fundamental unity between the ideal and the 
world. 

We have tried to show how the world is trying to realise 
the ideal through the efforts of men. But we can go further 
and say that all the different stages of its history and evolution 
represent only its attempts to catch and embody the ideal in 
the medium of matter, life and mind. There seems to be an 
urge in the world to embody, to realise or to be one with, the 
ideal. As no form of the world is sufficient to embody the 
ideal fully, it is driven forward from form to form in its eternal 
quest. The different attempts of the world to catch the ideal 
in its mould must be regulated by the presence of the ideal. 
In order to be drawn towards the ideal with the necessity of 
the law of its being, the world must fall completely within, 
and be dominated by, the presence of the ideal. The world 
must never be sundered away from the ideal. If the con- 
nexion between tbe world and the ideal were ever lost, the 
perpetual attempt of the world to catch the ideal, this drawing 
of the world ever nearer to the ideal, could not be possible. 
The great attraction, which the ideal by its mere presence 
exercises over the world and under which the world is made 
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to assume different forms in order to give expression to the 
ideal, is possible only if the world is pervaded by the presence 
of the ideal. This means that the world must have a unity of 
being with the ideal. 

We have spoken of the world as an appearance in the 
sense of an unstable reality. But mere instability or 
change cannot be the only character of the world. If a thing 
were merely unstable, without a stable or abiding ground in 
it, it would forthwith lapse into non-being. So if anything 
is to be real, it should not be merely unstable or changing. 
Mere change or movement is unintelligible by itself. 

A’s movement is intelligible only because there is B, 
which, relatively to A, is stationary. B can move only if 
there is C which must be stationary with regard to B. If 
there is to be any movement we must ultimately come to 
something which does not move. Otherwise we shall involve 
ourselves in a vicious circle. 

There is no doubt of the fact that the world is a process. 
But this process must begin somewhere and attain to some- 
thing ; and so long as it is there, it must be maintained by a 
permanent background. Sometimes it is thought that the 
process is without a beginning or an end. But we do not 
understand how it can be so. The process may be too long 
to be followed by our thought. We may not actually know 
the beginning or the end of the process. Our thought may 
get tired after following it to some extent. But that in fact 
there should not be any end seems hardly credible. After 
every step in the process, either backward or forward, we 
may ask the question : what next ? The question will arise 
again and again till we come to something which ends the 
process and is not itself involved in it. This is an important 
issue. It is supposed that the world process may very well 
be without a beginning or an end. We are however contend- 
ing that a process as such can never be endless. We may 
not be able to follow a process very far and we may try to get 
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rid of the matter by declaring the process endless. But this 
will scarcely make the matter more intelligible. A process is 
a sort of going. All going is from somewhere to somewhere. 
An endless and beginningless process is a going from nowhere 
to nowhere, which perhaps is no going at all. It is easy to 
speak of anything as endless but it is not so easy to think of 
it clearly as such. What idea have we got of an endless 
process ? Can it really be thought ? It is extremely doubt- 
ful that a thing which undoubtedly has a middle should not 
have a beginning or an end. 

If we believe that thought is competent to determine the 
nature of reality and if we find that an infinite process is 
really unthinkable, then we have to admit that the world 
must have a definite beginning. But if the world came into 
existence at a definite point of time, the question naturally 
arises whence came the world ? It is a Jaw of thought to 
demand reasons for things which are not explained by 
themselves. If the world had beginning, it is evident that 
there was a time when there was no world ; and the sudden 
beginning of the world without there being anything previous 
to it does not appear to be explained by itself. So we feel 
justified in asking for the ground which gave rise to the world. 
Something cannot come out of nothing. If the world has 
come into being, there must have been something out of 
which it came. 

Let us first of all try to analyse the implications of this 
question. The question implies that there was a time when 
the world was not there ; but the ground of the world must 
have been there even before the world, otherwise the world 
could not come out of it. There is the further implication 
that the world was not already contained in its ground. If 
the world is already there, there cannot be any real beginning 
of it and we cannot properly ask : whence came the world ? 
The question is legitimate only when there is a ground of the 
world in which no trace of the world can be found. If the 
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world has come out of something, if really there is any 
beginning of the world process, the world should not be 
posited before it had come into being. 

We are likely here to meet with an objection from those 
who believe that an effect must already be contained in the 
cause. If the effect were absolutely non-existent, they may 
argue, how could it ever come into being ? If what is 
non-existent could come into being, then all effects as non- 
existent being of the same character, any effect could follow 
upon any cause. But this would mean that there can be no 
rational determination of cause and effect. So it is believed 
that from a particular cause only that effect can follow which 
is contained in it. 

But against this argument we have got a counter argu- 
ment which appears more reasonable. If the effect is already 
there in the cause, how is it that we speak of the effect as 
following upon the cause ? The effect should be identified 
with the cause and the distinction of cause and effect should 
not arise. The fact that the effect is never found in the 
cause shows that it is not there. To say that an effect must 
be non-existent in the cause, is not to say that anything that 
is not in the cause can be an effect of it. In our everyday 
life we constantly find that what is not there does come into 
being. In fact all happening means the coming into being of 
something which is not already there. If this were not so, 
nothing could ever happen, and the world process would not 
be there. 

So there is nothing wrong in the supposition that the 
world should be wholly non-existent in that which is to be its 
ground. But what can it really be ? All that we can think 
of and think of as real is always a part or an aspect of the 
world. We can think of abstract qualities ; they are not real 
in themselves. If they are to be real, they must be real in 
things which are part of the world. It is clear therefore that 
all that offers itself as an object to our thought and is thought 
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of as real, forms part of the world. If then the ground of 
the world is such that the world should be non-existent in it, 
we have to think away the world in order to have some idea 
of it. But what remains there when we have thought away 
the world ? At first consideration, it appears as though 
there should remain nothing, because if all that we can think 
of forms part of the world, what remains after the world has 
been thought away must be something that we cannot think 
of at all. And what cannot he thought of at all is, to all 
intents and purposes, as good as nothing. But this cannot be 
the truth of the matter. We are sure that there must be 
some ground of the world. To say that the ground of the 
world is nothing is to say that there is no ground at all. So 
we have to admit that the ground must be something. But if 
we are to posit something as the ground of the world, we 
must have some knowledge of it, otherwise for philosophy it 
would he nothing. The ground of the world is, therefore, 
something which we should be able to know but which should 
not form part of the world. We have said that all that we 
can think of is always a part or an aspect of the world. Is 
there anything which we know but which forms no part of 
the world ? If there is anything to which this description 
applies we can suppose that this may be the ground of the 
world. If there is only one thing, answering to this 
description, then we know that this is the ground of the 
world. 

The world comes to us as an object or a group of objects. 
Objectivity is the very form of the world. But we have seen 
that objectivity is not the only form of knowledge. All that 
we can think of as object forms part of the world but that 
which is aware of objects is not itself an object and forms no 
part of the world. It may be said that I am aware of objects 
and I am part of the world. But I am part of the world 
only in so far as I can think of myself as an object. As the 
knowing subject I am no part of the world. The body and 
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the mind belong to the world but the subject which illu- 
minates them both is nowhere found in the world. In fact 
it is not found at all ; it is realised in self-intuition. We know 
what the subject is but we do not know it as an object. And 
we know further that it is the subject alone which is known 
but which forms no part of the world. We conclude there- 
fore that the subject is the ground of the world. 

It may be said that the subject is never found in isolation 
from the world. It is always found in association with some 
object. The subject and the object are absolutely relative 
to each other and one cannot be found without the 
other. If this is so, then it may be argued, it docs not 
seem proper to say that the subject is the ground of all 
objects. 

But although it is a fact that the subject is correlative 
to the object, the being of the subject is not exhausted in its 
correlation to the object. No term of a relation is ever 
resolvable into the relation itself. What is called subject is 
of course, as subject, relative to the object. But in itself it 
must be something which is not dependent for its being on 
its relation to the object. The subject is the unchanging 
principle of knowledge. It takes on the aspect of subjectivity 
only when objects are given to it. What the subject in itself 
is, is not strictly definable. It is metaphorically spoken of 
as self-shining light and is realised in ourselves as pure con- 
sciousness. It is no use arguing that in ourselves we always 
find consciousness of something and no pure consciousness as 
such. Because even though we find our consciousness is 
always of something, consciousness as such must have some 
meaning for us. We do possess some sense of consciousness 
as such. In being conscious of anything we certainly know 
what consciousness is. If, to begin with, we had no idea of 
consciousness as such, we should never understand what con- 
sciousness of something means. It is true that the term 
consciousness has many human associations, but I think with 
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sufficient care we can get to the realisation of what conscious- 
ness itself is. The being of the subject, as we have tried to 
make clear, is constituted by what, for want of a better namw, 
we may call the principle of consciousness itself. The subject 
as thus understood is the ground of the world. 

We have tried to maintain that the subject is the same 
as the ideal. It is one of our theses that the world is moving 
towards the ideal. Such movement alone gives meaning to 
our idea of evolution and progress. This movement is part 
of the law of the world. It is probably the essence of all law. 
We cannot think of an external hand which can impose this 
law upon the world. So the movement towards the ideal 
must be a law of the being of the world, and in obeying this 
law the world must be following the law of self-fulfilment, 
which is the fundamental law of all being. If the world 
moves necessarily towards the ideal, it is because the ideal 
constitutes the very self of the world. The world moves 
towards the ideal, clings to it and has no being apart from 
this movement, and so we think that the ideal is the ground 
of the world. The ideal is the unmoving axis of the whole 
world-movement. It operates as an end because it is there 
right at the beginning. 

Here we are met with a paradox. If the ideal is the 
ground of the world, it must be there at the beginning of the 
world process. If again the world moves towards the ideal, 
the ideal can stand only at the end of the process. The one 
and the same ideal seems to be at the beginning as well as at 
the end of the world. The increasing realisation of the ideal 
in the world shows that there must be some fundamental 
unity between the world and the ideal. The fact, that the ideal 
has yet to be realised, shows that the ideal is different from the 
world. All our efforts to improve ourselves and the world 
are inspired by a clear sense of discrepancy between the world 
and our notion of the ideal. How is this paradox to be 
resolved. 
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It seems to be a fact that all movement and change 
which is not imposed by any external agency is a movement of 
self-fulfilment. There can be no inner necessity in a thing ex- 
cept that of its own being. It seems unintelligible why a 
thing should ever have any tendency to become other than itself. 
If a thing is left to itself it can only follow the necessities 
of its being. The inward urge can come only from the depth 
of one’s own self. But the self of anything is the thing 
itself. It is what the thing is. If this is so, how can there 
be any tendency to be itself, seeing that it is already itself ? 

There cannot be any movement of a thing in itself 
towards itself. We have to suppose that in order to move 
towards itself the thing must have suffered some fall from 
itself without suffering a complete break. There may be 
movement round to itself, although there cannot be any move- 
ment in itself to itself. 

The world in its movement towards the ideal is not deter- 
mined by any external agency. So the process of the world 
appears to be a process of self-fulfilment. The world in its 
present state represents a state of alienation from itself which 
it is trying to overcome. We have said that the world is 
grounded in the ideal (the pure subject is identical with the 
ideal), and also that it is moving towards the ideal. This is 
possible only if we suppose that the world has suffered a fall 
from the ideal and through the process of history it is only 
trying to regain its unity with the ideal. We have also said 
that the world had a beginning. This means that the ideal 
alone was there when there was no world. So the genesis of 
the world represents the first step in the self-alienation of 
the ideal. The world is the self-alienated ideal. The process 
of history represents the gradual overcoming of the self- 
estrangement of the ideal which took place at the birth of the 
world. The ideal alienated itself from itself without ceasing 
to be its real self. The world arose out of the ideal but it 
did not result in any limitation of the infinite, absolute ideal. 
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Some differentiation took place but it did not amount to any 
actual division. Although the world became an other to the 
ideal, the ideal remained the ground and support of the world 
and thus the very self of its alienated part. Thus otherness 
without independence or self-sufficiency produced the eternal 
unrest which characterises the being of the world. The 
world seems to be under the pressure of an inward urge to 
get itself identified with the ideal. It is at the same time 
still an other to the ideal and so we have got the process 
which is directed towards the gradual elimination of this 
otherness. In its movement towards the realisation of the 
ideal, the world is passing through modes of infinite variety. 
These different modes represent the different grades in the 
identification of the world with the ideal. At no stage, in 
none of its modes, is the world entirely separated from the 
ideal. The world as a whole as well as each of its modes is 
focussed in the ideal. The ideal is the transcendental unity 
of all facts and things. 

In men the world seems to be identified with the ideal 
with particular closeness. The ideal is the transcendental 
ground of stocks and stones as well as of birds, beasts and 
men. No one is entirely let loose from it. But in men we 
find a greater realisation of the ideal than in anything else. 
In mere matter, we find that the ground of its being is out- 
side itself, it is in something which is not material. But man 
is so conceived that the ground of his being is supposed to 
lie within himself. His otherness from the ideal is not so 
sharp as that of dead matter. He is not conceived as 
separated from the subject which is the ideal. He considers 
himself as identified with it. But the material aspect of his 
being, which is the stamp of his otherness from the ideal, is 
not eliminated or transcended in man. So the process of the 
world still goes on and man still endeavours consciously or un- 
consciously to establish his complete and real identity with 
the ideal. 
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For an adequate explanation of our experience we have 
to suppose that there is the world of which we too are 
members or parts. Merely by the subject or ideal nothing 
seems to be explained. If the ideal alone were real, there 
would be no experience at all. Our experience has various 
aspects, and they imply the presence of differentiated elements 
in reality. But no such elemental differences can be found 
merely in the ideal. On the other hand the unintelligent 
world with its objectivity and movement does not explain 
itself without an intelligent principle of permanence, fixity 
and light which is the ideal. The two are necessary and we 
have to accept them both, if we are to accept any experience 
at all. About their position with regard to each other, we 
have said that the world is grounded in the ideal. But the 
ideal is not the ground of the world in the sense that there are 
elemental differences in the ideal corresponding to the differ- 
ences in the world. Such a supposition of differentiated ele- 
ments in the ideal to account for the differences in the world 
would imply the presence of the world in the ideal in a germinal 
state and the ideal would in that case include the world and 
would not be the ground of it. We take the ideal to be the 
ground of the world in the sense that the form and character 
of the world are determined by the ideal. The ideal is the im- 
niutable principle of illumination and so it is required to give 
meaning as well as form to the being of the world which is 
supposed to be in itself unintelligent and changing. The world 
therefore has got a sort of dependent being. The ideal 
however does not depend upon anything else. We have also 
supposed that the world has a beginning. And the question 
at once arises : How did the world arise on the basis of the 
ideal ? 

One answer to the question is that there can be no answer 
to it. We see that the world is there, grounded in our sense 
in the ideal, although there is nothing in the ideal to show 
why there should be any world at all. How or why the world 
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arose and is there, trying to secure its identity with the ideal 
may be a question which from the nature of the case admits 
of no answer. Such questions about ‘ how ’ or ‘ why ’ have 
their scope limited within the world, and cannot legitimately 
be extended beyond it. Or it may be supposed that 
the world docs not represent the emergence of a foreign 
entity on the basis of the ideal. Instead of supposing 
that something merely other than the ideal suddenly 
came into being and has ever been struggling to estab- 
lish its identity with the ideal, we may think that the 
ideal itself by an act of self-differentiation opposed itself to 
itself and the history of the world represents only the process 
of overcoming the opposition which was precipitated by that 
pre-empirical act of self-heterisation. The ideal which is infi.- 
nito and absolute made itself finite and limited. Although it 
is one single principle, it made itself two by an act of self- 
division and appeared as an other to itself. But since what 
is really infinite cannot I’emain in iinitude and what is one 
cannot permanently be sundered into two, we find there is 
always a tendency towards self-transcendence in the self-limit- 
ed ideal which is ever striving to undo the first act of self- 
limitation and to establish itself in its unity and infinitude. 

But there are difficulties in this supposition. How could 
the self-sufficient, perfect ideal disturb the peace of its being 
by an unaccountable act of self-disruption ? Something must 
have disturbed the harmony of its being before the ideal could 
go so far out of itself as to present itself to itself as an other. 
But this is neither accountable nor conceivable. Could the 
infinite make itself really finite even by an act of self- 
limitation ? And if it really could, why should there be a 
tendency towards self-transcendence? 

So we may suppose that there is no actual limitation of 
the infinite, but only an appearance of it. This would come 
to mean that although in fact the ideal alone is there, there 
has supervened upon the ideal an appearance of the world. The 
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world is only seen to be there, although in fact there is nO 
such tiling as the world. But if this supposition were true, 
all our experience would turn out to be mere illusion, and this 
universal illusion would remain absolutely inexplicable. To 
whom shall we ascribe this illusion, seeing that an illusion is 
never self-subsistent ? 

The illusion cannot belong to us individuals because we 
come into existence along with the world when the illusion 
has taken place. The illusion cannot of course belong to the 
ideal which, besides being perfect, is the principle of light 
and knowledge and cannot, therefore, suffer from any 
illusion. 

Thus we see that the supposition of a radical illusion 
cannot strictly be maintained. We have therefore to suppose 
that the ideal alone is not real, there is another principle 
which is real along with it. All change, activity and other- 
ness in the world are due to this other principle, whereas the 
ideal is the principle of stability and unity, of absolute peace 
and perfect enlightenment. Out of a union of these two 
principles, the world has arisen. In the language of the 
Sankhyas we might say that the ideal is the Purusha and the 
other principle is the Prakriti. The Prakriti is the principle of 
materiality and activity, and the Purusha that of conscious- 
ness, manifestation or enlightenment. All forms of existence 
are lighted up by the enlightening presence of the Purusha. 
The Prakriti cannot establish itself apart from the Purusha, 
but the Purusha, too, being altogether inactive and im- 
material, cannot by itself account for any fact of the world. 
The presence of the Prakriti is marked by materiality and 
activity which are inseparable from all modes of earthly 
being. 

We have said that the world of our experience has got a 
beginning and will have an end. This presupposes that there 
are times when the Prakriti is not active at all, for the world, 
as we see it, is due to the activity of the Prakriti or, more 
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strictly, the Prakriti in action is the world of our experience. 
So if this world is not to be there at any time, then the 
Prakriti at that time must remain in an absolutely quiescent 
state. But the world is the form in which the Prakriti mani- 
fests itself, and so, when the world is not there, we have to 
suppose that the Prakriti remains then in an unmanifest con- 
dition. That means it remains identified with the Purus ha or 
the ideal. We cannot think it is not there at all, for an ulti- 
mate positive principle cannot absolutely be negated nor can 
we suppose that it remains distinct from, and so in a sense 
opposed to, the ideal, for in that case it would be an object 
to the ideal and would not therefore remain altogether unmani- 
fest. So the really ultimate principle is the ideal identified 
with the quiescent principle of the world. Prakriti and 
Purusha, Maya and Brahma, are the different names for the 
pair of principles which in their unity appear to be the basis 
of the world and, indeed, of all existence. 

But how are the two principles to be conceived as identi- 
fied with each other ? They are sometimes conceived as a thing 
with its capacity or as a person with his power or strength. 
A strong man is not always displaying the strength of his 
muscles. The strength comes to be seen when he is in some 
action. But when he is not active, the strength does not dis- 
appear ; it is still there but it is not seen as distinct from him. 
But examples like this give only an aid to our imagination 
to conceive a difficult fact ; they never literally render the 
fact itself. 

In any event two principles in their unity or one prin- 
ciple in its duality is the ultimate fact of the universe. If the 
two principles remain in their identity, the panorama of the 
world will never unfold itself. We have to suppose that the 
identity is somehow disturbed, the union is somehow partially 
severed. In this breach of the union, one of the pair, viz. 
the Purusha, remains quite inactive. If the Purusha too 
were to be active and so involved in change, there, would 
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be nothing to give meaning to change and activity. Bat the 
Prakriti being a principle of activity, puts itself in action 
and struggles to establish its lost identity with the Purusha. 
Union and separation, attraction and repulsion seem to give 
the fundamental law of growth and decay, of birth and death, 
in the world. The different forms of being in the world 
represent only the different modes of the union of the 
Prakriti with the Purusha. The different evolutionary steps 
in cosmic history indicate the degree of completeness with 
which the Prakriti succeeds at different stages to identity 
itself with the Purusha. When the Prakriti succeeds com- 
pletely in identifying itself with the Purusha, it becomes 
quiescent and the drama of the world comes to a close. Hence 
it is said that the world disappears when the sumwium 
honum of life is reached. 

But why is the identity of the Prakriti with the Purusha 
disturbed at all ? Why cannot the Prakriti remain for ever 
in its close and intimate union with the ideal ? Why should 
first of all a gulf be created in order to be bridged over 
again ? To questions like these, it is difficult to find a suit- 
able answer. Every act in the world process is determined 
by its previous act and determines in its turn what happens 
after it. But the very first act, which really started the pro- 
cess, must itself remain undetermined. There is nothing; 
before to determine its nature and character. In fact all 
before and after and so all rational causality has meaning 
only within the process. The beginning of the process there- 
fore cannot be determined by any law. It being undetermined, 
we cannot say how or why it took place. In metaphorical 
language vre can ascribe the first act of separation to the freak 
of the Prakriti. It separated itself from the ideal, because it 
would and there is no other explanation for it. We can how- 
ever find out a teleological explanation. If the separation had 
not taken place, the divine play of the world would not have 
ensued. So the separation was there, because the Lila or the 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


231 


play was to be there. Union and separation are part of the 
play. The play may also be conceived as the manifestation 
of a principle of love which always works with two entities, 
in fundamental unity, disporting themselves in a series of acts 
of union and separation. The act of partial separation is thus 
seen to be necessary for the play and so it took place because 
the play was to be there. But why should the play be there ? 
The play has to be there because the principle of love, which 
may be supposed to hold together Purusha and Prakriti, some- 
times in absolute union and sometimes in partial separation, 
can express itself only through this plfiy. 



CHAPTER XV 


Conclusion. 

We have now come to the end of our enquiry. We hope 
we have arrived at some positive conclusions about the nature 
of the ideal, the self and the world. Let us now try to see 
how our conclusions about the nature of reality explain some 
of the problems of ethics and metaphysics. We shall try to 
view these problems in the light of our conclusions and we 
hope we shall thereby not only have our difficulties with 
regard to these problems rendered less pressing, but shall 
also attain to a better understanding of the ultimate principles 
we have sought to establish in these pages. 

The problems which we wish to discuss here briefly, are, 
first, the problems of moral experience which we have already 
mentioned in the course of our previous discussions. We have 
repeatedly referred to the fact that as moral agents we feel it 
incumbent on us to realise the ideal. There is such a thing 
as moral obligation. The self feels itself obliged to realise or 
to be one with the ideal. Whence comes this obligation or 
necessity ? 

The self is the ideal. But in its individuated existence, 
it is encased in the world and is identified with it. It has 
been made limited, and also differentiated from its ground, the 
ideal. But its diflerentiation from the ideal is not the ultimate 
fact about itself. Its identity with the ideal is more ultimate. 
It is the identity of the self with the ideal that comes to 
assert itself in our sense of moral obligation. The whole 
world process means, as we have seen, the movement of the 
world towards the ideal. This movement is a fact and has to 
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be accepted as a necessity by the world, because it cannot but 
be drawn towards the ideal. The various laws of nature are 
nothing but the ways in which the movement is taking place. 
These laws are supposed to explain the necessity which we 
find in the realm of physical matter. 

We as moral persons are part of the world and are partici- 
pants in its movements towards the ideal. The ideal is drawing 
the world to itself along with ourselves. And just as this 
attraction of the ideal and the movement of the world are 
at the root of physical laws and physical necessity, so are 
they the basis of the laws of morality and of moral obliga- 
tion. It is the attraction of the ideal that moves matter by 
physical necessity and draws it towards itself by way of 
chemical affinity, life and consciousness. The same attraction 
operates in self-conscious individuals and assumes the form of 
moral obligation. That we feel it incumbent on us to realise 
the ideal means that we feel irresistibly drawn towards it. 
This has to be taken as a fact. It implies our present relative 
difference from, but ultimate identity with, the ideal, but 
there is no further problem about it. 

But how is moral obligation to be reconciled with moral 
freedom ? It has been said, perhaps rightly, that without 
freedom there can be no morality. But if we are drawn 
irresistibly towards the ideal, what becomes of our freedom ? 
And if we are not free, how can we be moral ? 

Now, if by freedom we mean the capacity for doing any- 
thing under the sun, then we are not certainly free. We are 
physically incapable of doing many things in the world ; there 
are many other things which it is morally impossible for us to 
do. A saintly person can never do or will an unrighteous 
act, although his physical constitution may not be such as 
to make the commission of the act impossible for him. Such 
freedom then to do anything in the world is not given to any 
human being, ^loreover a freedom of this kind is not re- 
quired by moral experience, In fact if such freedom were a 
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fact of human character, it would falsify all our judgments 
of moral excellence. It is sometimes said that when a man 
acts in a particular way, it is also possible for him to act in a 
certain other way. But if it is really possible for him to act 
in this way as well as in that, why does he actually act in 
this way rather than in that? So we think men are so 
constituted that they are capable of acting only in the way 
they actually act. It was not possible for Socrates to humour 
his judges or to run away from his confinement. The only 
thing possible for him was to drink off quietly the cup of 
hemlock offered to him and thus pass off into the land of the 
immortals. Suppose A and B are two lines of action possible 
under certain circumstances, of which A is good and B is bad. 
Now if a person, who actually follows A, has also the capacity 
for following B, how can we call him either good or bad ? 
We call a person good and give him credit for his moral 
excellence, because we think that good actions arc the neces- 
sary outcome of his inherent good nature. Either all actions 
have to be supposed as quite external to the nature of human 
beings and so men should not he praised or blamed for any 
actions which are attributed to them ; or we have to suppose 
that definite actions are necessarily connected with definite 
human characters. If we accept the first alternative we can- 
not make any judgment of moral worth. The characters of 
men must remain unknown and unknowable to us. Since 
this is not acceptable, we have to think that all actions, 
especially the purposive ones, express the peculiar nature or 
character of the person who does them. What he does there- 
fore, we cannot but think, is absolutely determined by the 
physical, intellectual and the moral constitution of his being 
as well as by the hold the ideal has gained upon him. 

We cannot say that ‘ ought ’ implies ‘ can ’ if by so saying 
we mean that one is quite able to realise the ideal at any 
stage of one’s moral evolution ; because it is not a fact that 
we can realise the ideal at any time we like. If it were a 
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fact that we can realise the ideal at any time we like, then, 
since we sincerely desire to realise the ideal, we should have 
realised it here and now. When I say 1 ought to do a thing, 
I mean I ought to be a person who does the thing naturally 
without a mistake. But when I feel I ought to be something, 
I have simply a sense of the ideal (which it may be possible 
for me to reach in course of time) ; but this sense of the ideal 
is not equivalent to, nor does it rationally give, any knowledge 
of my present capacity, ‘Ought’ implies ‘can’ only in the sense 
that there is a possibility of our realising the ideal in fullness 
of time. Our sense of the ideal, which is equivalent to our 
feeling of ‘ ought,’ gives us no indication whatever about 
what we are able or not able to do here and now. 

Still we do not mean to deny that for moral experience 
freedom is a necessity. Here by freedom we do not mean the 
indeterminate freedom of arbitrary actions but the freedom 
from external restraint. If in all our activities we were 
simply obliged to perform certain actions by some external 
compulsion, there would be no morality for us ; because such 
actions would express neither goodness nor badness. But 
when a good man feels obliged to follow the path of righteous- 
ness, he is not under the necessity of an external compulsion. 
He feels and works under a necessity, but a necessity of his 
own being which is another name for freedom. Ho is irresis- 
tibly drawn towards the ideal ; but the ideal is his own highest 
self and not an external other to him. He feels himself free 
and realises his freedom only in yielding himself up to the 
domination of the ideal over his lower and worldly self. 

A word may be said here about the social nature of 
moral experience. We think that the nature of the ideal 
and the self should be so conceived as to render this aspect 
of moral experience at once necessary and intelligible. Does 
our view of the ideal and of the self fullil this requirement? 

By the social nature of moral experience we understand 
the fact that we achieve goodness, not by remaining inactive 
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or by actions which do not concern anybody else in the world, 
but by contributing to the well-being of other human beings. 
Love and benevolence are recognised as highly moral virtues. 
This implies that if we are to be rightly moral our nature 
should be such as to go out in actions which will conduce to 
the well-being of others. We cannot claim to be really moral 
if we are anxious only about our own well-being and remain 
indifferent to the well-being of others. Morality requires 
that we should be concerned about the well-being of others 
as well. But why should it be so ? 

By moral experience we have broadly understood the 
experience which is involved in the realisation of the good. 
The ideal alone is the good for us ; and we are good and 
achieve goodness in so far as we are able to realise the ideal 
in us. So apparently our idea of goodness or of moral expe- 
rience does not imply that there should be other human 
beings and we should be concerned about their well-being. 
Even if I were alone and my ideal were there, it seems, T 
could be moral by striving after my ideal. My goodness is 
my own private and individual affair, and the being or the 
well-being of any other human beings need not be involved 
in it. But this is so only apparently. We have said just 
now that the self could realise goodness even if it were alone 
in the universe. But can it really be so utterly alone in the 
world and remain the very same self which it now is ? By 
the self we understand the self which exists. And the self 
which exists is the self which has its being shared by many 
individuals. We have seen that the currents of our being 
run into many persons and as a matter of fact the members 
of a family or a community live literally in one another. 
We are members of one community or another. Having 
conceived ourselves in this way, we cannot also suppose that 
we could be alone in the universe. The self which could be 
so alone is a self which we do not know, and we cannot say 
anything of its goodness or morality. In fact a self cut off 
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froii all social environments is a myth and its morality would 
he equally mythical. 

All human heings are deeply in union with one another 
and it is only hy a forced abstraction that we can think of 
them in their rigid particularity. In truth and in reality a 
person is identified not only with a mass of living matter hut 
also with a number of conscious individualities which cannot 
he affected favourably or unfavourably without producing 
a like effect upon him. His concrete self is a self which is 
joined to many other persons with an inseparable bond of unity. 
The bond of unity among all human heings is tw'ofold. We 
have all our transcendental identity in the absolute subject 
or the ideal. We are again the products of the same nature, 
subject to the same laws of growth and decay, embedded in 
the same material relations or circumstances. We are child- 
ren of one all-comprehensive mother which is the Prakriti or 
nature, and carry within ourselves the seed of the same father, 
the absolute ideal. Our brotherhood is thus an unmistakable 
fact and has to be reckoned with in all credible accounts of 
our nature and destiny. By this common bond of brother- 
hood we are so bound together that the well-being of each 
cannot be separated from the well-being of all. When we 
realise our unity with other human beings, we understand 
that our good cannot be separated from their good. We 
cannot remain indifferent to their happiness and misery. 
We feel them as our own, and it becomes not only a duty 
but a necessity for us to remove the causes, which are pro- 
ductive of sufferings to any human beings, because in 
causing suffering to any man, they cause suffering also to 
ourselves. It is true that all people do not possess the same 
range of personality, although no man lives exclusively in his 
private particular self. Most of us feel their unity with the 
family and the particular society to which they belong. 
Some of us can transcend the boundaries of our particular 
social groups and think and feel for the whole nation. Some 
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can go still further and make their own the happiness and 
misery of the people who live beyond the borders of their 
own land. In general those who have achieved a greater 
realisation of the ideal, possess a greater range of 
personality than others who occupy a lower level in spiritual 
evolution. In the life of the former the happiness and 
misery of a larger number of human beings are reflected than 
in that of the latter. The former have greater range of per- 
sonality in the sense that they can think and feel lor, and 
realise their unity with, a larger section of humanity than can 
their less advanced brethren. A tree is scarcely affected by 
the being or non-being of other trees which stand beside it. 
A gregarious animal is affected by the states of other mem- 
bers of its herd ; but knows perhaps nothing beyond its 
immediate narrow circle. A man by his thought and imagi- 
nation puts himself in sympathy even with those who live 
far away from him. He makes their cause his own and 
works and suffers for it. In proportion as the goodness of a 
man increases, the field of his sympathy widens and the sphere 
of his influence and existence becomes ampler and ampler. 
When he feels and realises his being in others, that is, in 
beings who at first sight appear as others to him, he cannot 
but feel that he cannot be perfectly good when those ‘others’ 
who form part of his being are left without goodness. There- 
fore doee the Bodhisattwa willingly forego the blessedness 
of Nirvana till the last of the mortals comes to escape the 
wheels of birth and death. 

Morality does not exactly require us to work for the 
pleasure of others. If the enjoyment of any pleasure is 
found to be degrading for any human being, then we should 
be going against all morality if we try to provide that 
pleasure for him. What morality requires is that we should 
help our fellow-beings to realise the good. The good for our 
fellow-beings assumes in our eyes the form of happiness. 
And in this we are not wrong, because happiness, in the 
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sense of conscious equanimity of the spirit, is a domin ant 
aspect of the ideal as we have conceived it here. We work 
for the happiness of others naturally and necessarily when 
we have realised our unity with them. Love is a moral 
virtue because through love we can unite with others. 
Without the realisation of such unity, all talks about 
brotherhood and service remain mere formal precepts and 
the demand to fulfil them in life remains an external demand 
to our moral nature. In order rightly to be moral, we should 
first aim at realising our unity with all mankind and the 
rest of morality will become quite easy and simple. When 
we say that we cannot love God if we do not love his creatures, 
we only mean that wo cannot realise our identity with the 
ideal, without feeling ourselves at one with all mankind. 
When we speak of the fatherhood of God, we seek to express 
in terms of religion the metaphysical fact of our identity in the 
absolute subject, which is our highest self and on which our 
very existence depends as does the existence of everything else 
in the world. The brotherhood of men, on which all love and 
service depend, follows almost as a corollary. It expresses 
nothing more or less than the fact of our mutual interpene- 
tration at all higher stages of our being. 

This is how it has come about that we can accomplish 
our own well-being only by contributing to the well-being 
of all others. 

Before we conclude, let us briefly consider the bearings 
of our conclusions on the problems of evil, immorality and 
God. These questions are very importaul for our life and 
thought, and it is expected of every system of metaphysics 
that it should say something definite on each of these 
questions. 

The problem of evil has proved particularly difficult for 
all idealistic metaphysics. People who would not otherwise 
object to a system of idealism are still dissatisfied with it, 
because in their opinion it provides no satisfactory explanation 
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for the problem of evil. Now, what is the problem ? No 
problem seems to be there merely in the being of evil. If we 
do not' believe that there is any unifying principle in the 
universe or, believing that there is such a principle, if we 
refuse to endow it with any moral attribute, then the fact 
that there is evil in the world cannot give rise to any serious 
question. The evil may be there just as other things of the 
world are there, and there appears to be no problem about it. 
The problem arises only when we think that the world is 
grounded in a principle which is all-perfect. This belief 
appears incompatible with the fact that there is evil in the 
world. The ultimate principle of reality may be conceived 
as God or as the Absolute ; but in either case it cannot 
remain perfect if it allows the being of evil in the heart of 
the world. The presence of evil anywhere in the world will 
inevitably make the absolute whole evil, at least in part. 
Perfection cannot be claimed for a creator whose creation is 
vitiated in the core by the presence of evil. Thus the 
problem of evil appears well-nigh insoluble for religious 
theism and for philosophic absolutism. We have to suppose 
either that there is no evil or that there is no perfect principle 
at the basis of the world. 

The fact of evil seems too patent to admit of any serious 
denial. When we cannot also deny God or the absolute, we 
find ourselves in a veritable impasse. We may suppose that 
the evil serves only as the means of the good and so, in the 
interest of the good itself, the evil has been allowed to remain 
there. Or we may think that the good itself, when imper- 
fectly viewed, appears as evil to us. In both these cases 
we seem to deny the reality of evil. When we take evil as 
an instrument of the good, all the bitterness associated with 
our sense of evil, as opposed to good, at once falls away, and we 
come to regard evil only as a stage in goodness. Evil thus 
understood is no evil at all. When we think it is our imperfect 
view that gives us the appearance of evil in the world, we are 
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obliged to think that there is no evil at all, but only an 
illusion of it. But to take away reality from our idea of evil 
is to cut off the nerve of all our moral endeavour. All our 
activity is meant to remove some evil ; but if we believe 
that there is no evil at all, we shall not find a real motive 
for any rational action. Moreover the fact of the appearance 
of evil itself remains unexplained. We do not understand 
why the perfect does, and how it can, assume the appearance 
of evil, when in fact there is no evil at all. 

What is our attitude towards this problem ? We do not 
deny that there is real evil in the world. In fact when we 
have started with the certainty of moral experience, we are 
bound to hold by the reality of evil. It is only when wa are 
in presence of some serious evil that our moral consciousness is 
roused to its utmost clarity, and we can be sincere and earnest 
in our moral elforts only if we believe that evil really exists. 
So for us a denial of evil in the world is unthinkable. But 
the evil which moral experience presupposes is not an evil 
which is an ultimate and unchangeable fact of reality. It is 
certainly there but it is there only as a vanishing aspect. If 
evil appeared as a dead fact which has simply to be accepted 
as final, we could rationally make no effort to change it. 
All our moral efforts are inspired by the belief that although 
evil is there, it is there to be conquered, and that it is capable 
of being changed and removed. Evil is part of the world and 
like everything else in it, it is an appearance in the sense of 
a vanishing or unstable reality. 

Evil is always relative to the good or the ideal. By evil 
we do not necessarily understand pain and suffering. They 
may well be evil under certain circumstances, but also they 
may not. Pleasures and pains do not themselves indicate 
either good or evil although they may become elements in 
either. We have direct intuitions of pain as well as of plea- 
sure. But we have no direct immediate intuition of evil. If 
we had no conception whatever of the good or the ideal, we 
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could under no circumstances have any sense or idea of evil. 
That which oppposes or hinders the realisation of the good is evil. 
We cannot say that the good is similarly dependent on evil, for 
that would involve us in the fallacy of ‘mutual dependence’ 
(anyonydSraya) , and there would be really neither good nor 
evil. We have found reasons to believe in tbe reality of the 
ideal ; and we have also seen that we are good in so far as we 
are identified with it. Our identity with the ideal is the 
ground of our goodness. Difference from the ideal is the 
form of the evil as it is also the form of the world. So in 
a sense we are obliged to say not only that evil is real in 
the world hut that evil is the very form of the world ; for the 
world appears as different from the ideal, and, so far, evil may be 
said to characterise its very form. Our difference, as well as the 
difference of the world from the ideal, however, is not a final 
and ultimate fact of reality. We achieve goodness in so far 
as we succeed in overcoming this otherness ; and in the final 
consummation, all otherness is bound to vanish in the un- 
differenced self-enjoyment of the ideal. Evil was not there 
and will not be there ; but it is there along with the world 
and will he there so long as the world or its difference from 
the ideal lasts. 

The being of evil in the world does not vitiate the ideal, 
which in a sense can be called the absolute. The ideal is abso- 
lute because it is not limited or determined in its being by any- 
thing else. But it is not an all-comprehensive absolute in 
which the world is also included. If it included the world, 
it would have made itself evil by making evil an element 
in it. But as the world remains different from the ideal, and 
as there is evil in the world in so far as it is different from 
the ideal, and as, again, the world as different from the ideal, 
cannot also be identified with it, our absolute or the ideal 
cannot be affected at all by the presence of evil in the world. 

Belief in immortality seems to be inculcated by all reli- 
gions in some form or other. Cessation from all existence is 



THE SELF AND THE IDEAL 


243 


not generally desired by human beings. We all like to con- 
tinue in existence as long as we can ; and the desire of our 
heart is encouraged by the belief that there is some form of 
existence for us beyond the grave. But how can this belief 
be justified ? 

By immortality is here meant not the kind of immorta- 
lity which consists in being only remembered by our successors 
or in being connected as a link in the continuous chain of 
human lives. We mean by it continued existence beyond 
birth and death, in which our present personal identity is 
never lost. In short by immortality we mean personal, 
human immortality. Our personality is determined by our 
mind and body. As pure consciousness, there are no distinc- 
tions between one person and another. Our distinctiveness 
and individuality arise from our mental and bodily charac- 
teristics. So it is reasonable to expect that our individuality 
will disappear with the disappearance of our mind and body. 
When wc die, our body gets decomposed very quickly or is 
reduced to ashes by cremation. There is no sign of life or 
mind in the body after death. It is difidcult to imagine that 
material particles of our body, blown up in the wind or mixed 
up with earth, carry a mind with them which is also the mind 
which we now possess. The unity of our body is not, it is 
obvious, maintained in its identity beyond our death. So even 
though by a stretch of imagination, we suppose that the body, 
which remains there after our death, still has a mind, it is 
very difficult to maintain that it is the same mind which we 
now have. We have already seen that even in life we are not 
always the same mind and body ; it is preposterous therefore 
to expect that we shall remain the same even in death and 
beyond it. We have no evidence of mind except on some 
material basis. When with death, the bodily basis is destroy- 
ed, it appears reasonable to suppose that the mind too dis- 
appears at the same time. We as persons *do actually die and 
pass out of existence at the time of death. Thus it appears very 
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difficult to sustain by reason our belief in personal immorta- 
lity. 

Still the belief is there and philosophers have tried to 
supply some moral arguments to support this belief. It is 
said that in life we very seldom find that the virtuous are 
happy, whereas it is a demand of our moral reason that the 
virtuous should reap the reward of their virtue, in the form of 
happiness. So it is contended that there is life beyond death 
where in appropriate measure the virtuous receive the reward 
of happiness and the vicious the punishment of suffering. 

The argument is put in a slightly different form by Indian 
philosophers. Their theory is that we can suffer or enjoy 
only the results of our own actions. The happy and unhappy 
lots of different individuals in liie are sought to be explained 
by the hypothesis that they did, in their past lives, actions of 
different merit, which have produced these different results 
now. Just as our present experience of happiness and misery 
presupposes a previous life where we worked for it, so does 
our present life of actions, not rewarded always with appro- 
priate measure of happiness and suffering, imply a next life in 
which we are destined to reap the fruit of our present actions. 

But do these arguments carry us very far? We may 
demand that the virtuous should be made happy but what 
evidence is there that the universe does respect this demand ? 
There is no necessity in the nature of things that this demand 
should be fulfilled. Moreover does not the good man feel 
himself satisfied in the performance of a virtuous act ? 

We may very well believe that our enjoyments as well 
as our sufferings are the results of our own actions. But has 
anybody ever succeeded in fixing an exact ratio or definite 
proportion between our enjoyments and actions? Can we 
not think thht all our enjoyments and sufferings are due 
to our actions in this very life? When it is not at all 
fixed how much'' of suffering or enjoyment is to accrue 
to any person from any particular action, it cannot be 
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ascertained that some balance of pleasure or pain is still due 
to us as the result of our actions here, and so we cannot say 
that the balance has to be experienced in some future exist- 
ence. If the account of our actions and sufferings is made 
clear at the time of our death, and if nothing is carried 
forward either on the credit or on the debit side, it is safe 
to assume that death is really the end of our personal exist- 
ence. Our happiness and misery are due to what we are 
here and now ; and what we are is determined by our environ- 
ment and heredity. If these natural eauses can explain our 
present lot, we need not go to supernatural causes in the form 
of actions in the past life to account for the same fact. Even 
if we suppose that there is some definite ratio between our 
actions and enjoyments, which is demanded by justice, and 
that this ratio is not found to be satisfied in this life, we can- 
not be sure that this ratio is going to bo satisfied in a next 
life. If, so far as our experience goes (i. e., in this life), the 
demands of justice are not fulfilled, we have no right to 
think rationally that they are ever satisfied by the nature 
of things. 

Thus we see that it is difficult to establish the validity 
of our belief in personal immortality ; and we are persuaded 
this belief is not of much account for theory or practice. 
It is sometimes felt that if everything ends with our death, 
we shall have no motive for any right actions which are not 
directly advantageous to ourselves. If I am to die out com- 
pletely with the dissolution of my body, why should I be kind, 
righteous or just ? If I am tyrranous and strong, I can be 
cruel and oppressive for my own personal satisfaction. That 
I am not cruel, even when I can be so with impunity, in 
this life, shows that there is in mo some fear of punishment 
in the next life. This implies that the belief in existence 
after death is helpful to the morality of people. 

But is it the right sort of morality whose interest is 
served by a belief in personal immortality ? If I am good 
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and walk in the path of virtue only in the hope of some 
reward of happiness and if I do not deviate from that path 
only out of fear of some punishment of suffering, will my 
goodness or morality have any real value ? Will it signify 
any goodness in me ? If I regulate my actions by such 
hopes of reward or fears of punishment, I can never achieve 
any real goodness in life. When my actions are inspired 
in this way, I give only a free play to the instinct of selfish- 
ness which, from the point of view of the ideal, is certainly 
a vice and not a virtue. If we are to be good, we must be 
able to be kind, righteous and just with no thought of any 
personal advantage to ourselves. Virtue should be consider- 
ed its own reward. In our efforts to realise the ideal, or to 
be good, we should never be influenced by any extraneous 
consideration as to whether or not we shall be happy in a 
future life. The ideal should have for a really virtuous 
man sufficient splendour in itself to attract him for its own 
sake. Is not goodness enough for us ? If we can achieve 
goodness in doing a right action, what further reward can 
we or should we expect in this world or in the next ? So it 
appears that in achieving morality or goodness it is an alto- 
gether irrelevant consideration whether or not there is an 
existence for us beyond the grave. A genuine votary of 
goodness should have courage to be good and to do the right 
act, even though he may be certain that the world along with 
himself is going to meet its doom of destruction at the very 
next moment. Otherwise his goodness is a make-believe ; 
and his morality a misnomer for trafficking in self-interest. 

Do we really desire immortality for our present self ? 
No one of us feels that he is perfect. Nobody can be perfect 
before he has reached the ideal. To desire the immortality 
of our present selves is to desire that the imperfection of 
our nature should be made permanent. But this is never 
a rational desire ; at least it is not a desire which can be 
made consonant with our moral aspirations. As moral beings, 
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we desire that all the imperfections of our nature should 
pass away, leaving us at one with the ideal. We think that, 
as self-centred particular individuals disfigured by sin and 
lacerated by sorrow, we do not even deserve to be there. 
We wish that our self with all its limitations should really 
pass away. To wish that I should be there is to give expres- 
sion to sheer egoism. It is far worthier of a moral agent to 
wish that goodness should prevail than that he should not 
die. And if the increasing realisation of goodness in the 
world requires that I should pass off from existence, I should 
willingly and gladly submit to this divine necessity. 

Still nobody likes to cease from existence. But to desire 
permanence in being is not to desire permanence for our 
limited selves with all their imperfections. We have seen 
that absolute being belongs only to the ideal and our rational 
desire for the ideal naturally implies a desire for permanent 
being. We have also seen that we are all grounded in the 
ideal. If we are immortal in anything, we are immortal 
in the ideal. All the mortal part of our nature will surely 
pass away. Only the immortal part of it will remain. Our 
mind and body which give us our distinctiveness and consti- 
tute our individuality, are things of natural growth and 
decay. They exist in time and what exists in time will pass 
away with time. The ideal alone enjoys timeless existence 
and we are immortal only in our transcendental unity with 
the ideal. It is vain to expect permanence for things which 
are foredoomed to extinction. 

Belief in God is deeply rooted in human nature. And 
it stands to reason that this belief should not be lightly 
treated. We too are not inclined to repudiate this belief. 
We found reasons to reject the view that God is the ideal, 
because God is generally conceived as an external creator of 
the world and as an other to the person who worships him 
But there is no reason to think that the only possible concep- 
tion of God is the conception that is just indicated here. If 
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by God we mean simply the standard and basis of all goodness, 
that is, a being which is the seat and centre of all perfection, 
then we can equate God with the ideal, and in maintaining 
the absolute reality of the ideal, we only justify our belief in 
the existence of God. God may be viewed also as the ground 
of the world, and we have seen that the ideal is really the 
ground of the world. So from this point of view also, we 
may regard the ideal as the true God. It may be said that 
God is God because he is a God of love. But the ideal being 
absolutely static can never show any activity of love. It does 
nothing and can do nothing. I cannot love anything without 
taking up an active attitude towards that which I love. I 
cannot be loving without giving rise to some changes within 
myself. But it is impossible for the ideal to assume any active 
attitude or to allow any changes within itself. So it appears 
that the ideal cannot be a God of love and so is no God at 
all. But can God really love his creatures just as one human 
being loves another ? Our love is always selective. We love 
one and do not love another. But can God afford to be selec- 
tive in this way ? It is supposed that God loves us all equally. 
He has the same love for saints and sinners, for worms crawl- 
ing on earth and angels flying in heaven. But what sort of 
love is that which makes no discrimination ? Is it love for 
anybody at all which is love for all? So it seems certain that 
the love of God for men has to be understood differently from 
the love which one individual may bear for another. Love is 
not simply an attitude which God assumes towards his crea- 
tures. It must be an abiding characteristic of his being. 
This characteristic may be that aspect of bis beir>g by virtue 
of which people feel themselves attracted towards it. We 
know we are all being attracted by the ideal and this attrac- 
tion may be viewed as the operation of divine love within us, 
God’s love can never be regarded as a psychological emotion 
as all our earthly loves are. It must be conceived as a con- 
stant principle expressive of the divine and eternal nature of 
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God. We know that the dimity of God consists in the per- 
fection of his goodness, and it expresses itself in the attractive 
influence which God (ideal) exercises over all human beings 
by his mere presence or being. This is divine love and the 
God of such love alone is worthy of our love and worship. 

We know that this view of God and his love will not be 
satisfactory to many. It has been said that the strongest 
man is he who can stand most alone. And most of us are 
not strong enough to stand alone with the ideal. Our heart 
craves for sympathy. We want some one on whom we can 
rely in times of danger and difficulty. But the ideal is utterly 
indifferent to the lot of human beings. It remains always 
in itself, shining in its singular splendour. It suffers no loss 
or gain in itself with the emergence or disappearance of the 
world. In its supreme unconcern about mundane affairs, it 
shows itself powerless to help us in any way. It is the prin- 
ciple of goodness but its goodness is such that we can never 
utilise it in our favour. We want a less exalted God who 
will not be too perfect to administer the balm of sympathy 
to our afflicted hearts, who will carry us in his bosom to the 
desired goal of our life. Such a God cannot be a self-suffi- 
cient principle unconcerned in the affairs of men, but he must 
be a participant in the venture of our life and destiny. Can 
the scheme of reality, we have conceived, provide for the 
being of such a God ? 

We have conceived of the world as moving towards the 
ideal. When we think of the world in this way, we do not 
think of it as a mere principle of materiality. We conceive it 
as sensitive to the presence of the ideal. It may be even 
viewed as the self-differentiated ideal moving in the form of 
the world towards itself. As thus being active and moving 
along with us, towards the supreme self or the ideal, the self- 
differentiated ideal, identified with the world, is the God of 
whom we are now in search. A God without form eludes the 
grasp of our thought and imagination. The God whom w« 
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have no.w found is a God whose visible form is the 
universe. 

Although this God together with us is ultimately ground- 
ed in the supreme ideal, we live, move and have our being in 
him. He is the world-spirit, sustaining us all in our indivi- 
dual existence and carrying us forward towards the ideal. The 
substance of our being, physical, mental or spiritual, is drawn 
from him. All that we need for our life, is to be obtained 
from him^. We get our nourishment from the material world 
which forms part of his body. We can evade our dangers and 
difficulties by a suitable adjustment of natural forces which are 
simply the modes of his active being. He gives us his love 
in the love of our friends and relatives who too are his 
embodiments. 

He cannot be indifferent to our life and destiny. We 
make changes in the world and they must have appropriate 
significance for the God in the world. We know he too is 
working for identification with the ideal. But it is only in our 
being identified with the ideal that the world-spirit gets 
itself identified with the ideal. Will in the psychological 
sense may not be appropriate to him, but in his active ten- 
dency towards the ideal, we can look upon him as a will. In 
putting ourselves in unison with this tendency, we may be 
said to be in communion with God. The highest prayer of 
the human heart seems to be ; ‘ Thy will be done,’ because 

the object of this will is nothing less than the identification 
of all particular selves with the divine self or the ideal. We 
cannot conceive anything higher than this. It is of course true 
that we cannot get anything done by God through our selfish 
prayer and praise. But by a sincere prayerful attitude we can 
put ourselves in a position in which the higher faculties of 
our nature may find fuller play. 

W© ©iijoy tbe fellowship of God in the company of good 
men, because good men in their active tendency towards the 
ideal represent God for us in human forms. It may be ah 
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open question whether it is possible for us to enjoy real 
communion with God apart from the companionship of his 
good men. It may be possible for spiritual influences 
to work even without a human medium. But of that we do 
not know. We may at least try to be content with what we 
can get in visible and tangible form. 

This is the God for whom we ordinarily ask, the 
leader and sustainer of our spiritual adventure. Religion 
is generally content with him. He is the lower absolute, 
the Saguna-Brahma, in the language of the Vedanta. 
Metaphysics does not deny his being, but it also takes 
care to point to what lies beyond him as the presupposi- 
tion of his being, the ever-completed, self-shining ideal. 




KOl^KANl PHONETICS* 


BY 

SUxMITRA MANGESH KATRB, M.A., Ph.D. (London). 

§ 1. The word '' Konkani ” is used in the present sketch to denote 
those Indo-Aryao dialects which form a group closely allied to 
Marathi and which have branched off from the common parent 
Prakrit at a relatively early period, spoken today along the strip of 
country between the Western Ghats and the sea, from Ratnagiri in 
the north to Goa and the two Kanaras in the centre and Cochin in 
the south. Konkani is spoken by over one and a half million people, 
but it has had a chequered history ; and the speech has never been 
elevated to a literary or political status. At present we can recognise 
five main dialects ranging themselves into three principal groups, the 
Southern, the Central and the Northern. The Southern group 
consists only of the one dialect spoken in Cochin by the Aryan 

1 I must take this opportunity of expressing my thanks to Professor S. K. 
Chatterji for his kind suggestion that I should present this sketch for publication in 
the Journal of the Department of Letters of the Calcutta University. This sketch 
is preliminary to a scientific study of the “ Dialects of Konkani ” on which I am at 
present engaged. Owing unfortunately to the absence of Phonetic Laboratories in 
India I have been unable to amplify my personal observations by means of actual 
records. In writing out this description I have constantly referred to Prof. Chatterji’s 
Bengali Phonetics and The Pronunciation of Marathi by Lloyd James and S. Q. 
Kanhare, both appearing in the Bulletin of the School of Oriental Studies, Vols. II 
and IV. I have used the following abbreviations : 

K. Kohka^I. 

sK. K. spoken by the Kanara Saraswat Brahmins. 

gsK. K. spoken by the Gauda Saraswat Brahmins. 

cK. The Cochin variety of K. 

xK. Dialect of the Christians of Goa and the Kanaras. 

nK. The Northern Dialect spoken in Ratnagiri. 

In indicating K. words I have used the Devanagarl script and Romanised Trans- 
cription in brackets for facilitating the reading of both Eastern and Western 
scholars ; the transcription is baaed on Turner’s Nepali Dictionary, with the addition 

V V V 

of the dental affricates c, j, jh. Elsewhere the letters of the alphabet of the 
International Phonetic Association have been used as symbols for speech sounds. 



2 


S, M. KATRE 


Brahmins who settled there some four centuries ago, and this is 
conspicuous by the absence of dental affricates. In the Central 
group there are three dialects of which one is the mother-tongue of 
the native Christians of Goa and the Kanaras, and the other two of 
the Brahmins of this region. That spoken by the Kanara Saraswat 
Brahmins will be denoted by Saraswat KonkanI and the other one 
by Gauda Saraswat KonkanI, according to the denominations of these 
two sections of Brahmins. The Christian dialect, among other 
characteristics, uses a large number of Portuguese words, and has a 
broad pronunciation of the vowel ^ (a), e.g,^ xK. (mojS) : gsK. 

(mej(j)S) : sK. (majjS) mine, cf. Marathi (majha). The two 
Brahmin dialects differ in so far as polysyllabic words of gsK. tend 
to lose the penultimate (a) vowel, e.g,, gsK. (kassalo) : sK. 
(kaslS) The Northern dialect is more nearly related to the 

standard MarSthl than all the rest, and north of Ratnagiri actually 
merges into it. It shares with xK. the peculiar property of ending in 
consonants where the others*show final vowels ; e.g,^ (raman) for 
sK. gsK. (ramane) The divergences between the various 

dialects are not so great morphologically as to make them mutually 
unintelligible. The main differences are phonetic, phonological, and 
in some cases syntactical ; we are concerned here only with phonetics. 

§ 2. In most of the Indo-Aryan languages, except those which 
have come under Persian and Arabic influence, one or another form 
of script has been used uniformly throughout the region where they 
are being spoken ; thus Bengali has a definite script which is used all 
over the province, although it has four main dialect groups. The 
existence of traditional literature tends to normalise the orthography, 
however unphonetic it may be. In the case of KonkanI we have 
altogether a different state of affairs ; with no literary tradition to 
unify the different dialects, and with the absence of economic 
grouping, the speakers of K. have been forced to use the neighbour- 
ing court languages in literary and business dealings, with the result 
that if K. has to be written three scripts are in use : in the south 
Kanarese, in the centre Roman, and in the north Marfithl. The 
total absence of any correspondence between these three scripts has 
given rise to a variety of forms representing the same sound group 
in several ways. Where possible I have consulted printed forms in 
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all the three scripts and taken down their phonetic value from the 
different persons speaking these dialects; in this description I shall 
stick to the forms given in Davanagari (Marathi) script, the value 
of which will be given in transcription in brackets and in the letters 
of the alphabet of the I. P. A. 

§ 3. My own dialect is sK. belonging to the central group. I do 
not claim to have sufficient knowledge of the northern and southern 
dialects, my informants being a few friends in Bombay. Conse- 
quently the field has been restricted principally to the central group, 
description of the others being given only where personal observation 
has been possible. A fuller discussion about the phonetic peculiarities 
of all these dialects in comparison with those of MarSthi will only 
be possible when a fully equipped University department of Instru- 
mental Phonetics undertakes the recording of each sound. 

§ 4<. The consonants of Central Koiikanl are shown in the follow- 
ing table : — 


Bilabial 

1 

Labio- 

Dental 

Dental 


Velar 

Glottal 

Plosive : 


! 

1 


t (1 1 



(Jnaspira- 

p 

b ! 

t d 


9 


ted 


1 

1 





Aspirated 

pi> 

bh 

th dh 

th (^h 

kh gh 





1 2 




Affricate : 



^ r. ^ 




Unasp. 



ts dz tj dj 




Asp. 



dzh tjh dgh 




Nasal 

m 

m 

j 

n 

n 

9 


’Lateral : 







Unasp. 



1 

1 



Rolled 



r 




Fricative 


(f) 

s (z) 



h 




X 




Semivowel 




.1 




^ See § 16. I have retained the terminology of T/ie Pfo?m?iC 2 V/f ion o/ Marathi, 
but it would be truer to term these ‘den to* alveolar affricates.* 


* See § 16(o). In actual phonetic representation I have used the symbols of, is, 
for the palato-alveolar affricates. 
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The sounds given within brackets are not commonly used, and 
are to be found only in words borrowed from foreign languages. 

§ 5. Following is the table of vowels : — 


Bilabial 

I 

] 

j Front 

Central 

Back 

! 

Close 

[«] 

i I 


U U 

Half close 

[o] 

e c 


0 8 

Half open 


je $ 

9 

3 5 

Open 



a d 



In the phonetic representation of these sounds I have not followed 
the notation used by Lloyd James and S. G. Kanhare for MaraJhT 
(Bull. S. O. S., IV, pp. 791-801) where special signs have been given 
to long and short vowels. Length will be denoted here by the 
symbol [:]. It will be noticed that all the vowels are capable of 
nasalisation ; this nasalisation is particularly important for the 
real understanding of K. which has often been termed a nasal 
language. The neutral vowel is more common in the Brahmin 
dialects than in the Christian where it is almost absent. 


THE CONSONANTS 

§ 6. The voiceless plosives [p t t k] are to be pronounced without 
the slight aspiration which generally follows the corresponding 
English sounds. In this respect French is nearer than English to 
Indian pronunciation. 

§ 7. The voiced plosives [b d d g] are only fully voiced in inter- 
vocalic position, slightly voiced initially and finally. 

§ 8. As in other ludo-Aryan dialects there is complete explosion 
of the first element of a plosive group like [pt kt tk], etc. The only 
exception is when the same plosive occurs doubly (see Bengali 
Phonetics f §11). 
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§ 9. When the first element of a plosive group is unexploded 

or not fully exploded a vertical bar in line with the letters will be 

employed to indicate this fact; (kappani). 

In the case of a length of a consonant the same symbol employed 

in the case of vowels is used here ; [benru] ^ (bannu-). 

§ 10. [p, b] : [puma] (pana- ) leaf^ [parabo] [paraba-] 

festival, [upasu] (upSsu) fast, [opio] (appo) hind of 

sweet, [pit:a] f^mr (pitta) he, she, it drinhs ; [badaka] (badaka) 
duck, [bala] ^ (bala) tail, [bi:ga] (biga) lock, [khabiari] 
(khabbari) news = xK. nK. [khabar], 

§ 11. [ph, bh] : To the untrained Indian ear these sounds and 
the other aspirates appear as simple sounds. Dialectically the first 
plosive aspirate is pronounced as a dento-labial [f], or even as bilabial 
but the circumstances seem to be spread over a large tract of 
the Kohkan territory. It is certainly strange that [bh] has escaped 
similar treatment. 

[ph] : sK. gsK, [phola] mcS (phaja) fruit, xK. nK. (phal) ; sK. 
[pha:ti] (phati) hack, nK. xK. [pha:la] (phata) ; [tuphama] 

(tuphSna) storm, also pronounced [tufama]. There is a tendency 
to de-aspiration in the medial position : [ka:pi] (kapi) for 

[ka:phi], cf English coffee •, [phirta] flimt (phirta) he, she, it wanders, 
pronounced in nK. or at least in some parts of Ratnagiri as [firta]. 

[bh]: sK, gsK. [bharta] (bharta) he fils, etc. Sk. (bharant-); 
sK. gsK. [bhaina] (bhana) a vessel, Sk. (bhanda- ), xK. nK. 
(bhan), A tendency towards de-aspiration is developed in xK. and 
nK. : e,g., (bhahgSra- ) gold, is pronounced in some places as [bdgarr] 
but it is not general; the reverse is found in xK. nK. [bhojle] 
(bhayla) toife, sK. gsK. (bSyla- )• de-aspiration in the medial position 
is seen in [Ja:ba:s] ^irirner (^5bas) for [J*a:bhas] sjthth (sabhas). On 
the whole K, has remarkably kept the original aspirate pronunciation, 
even in final positions where a vowel has developed, as in sK. gsK. 
[la:bhu] ^ (labhu) = Sk. (labha- ) gain. 

§ 12. [t d th dh] are true dentals made by striking the point 
of the tongue against the back of the upper teeth. The tongue 
is fully spread out as in the English pronunciation of th [0, 5j, but 
is somewhat higher {cf. Bengali Phonetics, § 13). Examples : 
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[t] : [terao] cT«ft (tarnS) young \ nK. xK. [taval] (tavala), 
sK. gsK. [tap;i:la] (tapplla) a vessel; [dit:aj (ditta) in 

sK. gsK,, [dita] (dita) in xK. nK. gives. 

[d.: sK. [daro] ^ (darS), gsK. nK. xK. [doro] (d 8 ro) a7i 
enclosing wall or fence; [ni:da] (nida), gsK. nK. nl:d (nimda), 
[nidrata] f^cfT (niddata) sleep ^ sleeps. 

[th]: occurs only initially, medial and final positions being 
rare;sK. [thandi] Hf%(thandi) cold; sK. gsK. xK. [thSbo] 5€t(themb8} 
a drop of water or any liquid; nK. [thaju] (thayu) room ; de-aspira- 
tion in final positions is seen, e.g.y sK. gsK. [ha.tu] (hatu), xK. 
nK. [ha;t] (hat) hayid, cf. Hindostani [haith], 

[dh] : initially only ; seen elsewhere in learned borrowings only ; 
xK. nK. [dha(J^] ^ (dha^a, Sk. drdha-) sounds strong; [dhaira] ^ 
(dhara, Sk. dhara) edge, sharpness; [dhSku, dheikii, dhoku] 
belching. Pinal aspiration lost, as in sK. gsK. [duida] ^ (duda), xK. 
nK. [du:d] ^ (dud), milk, Sk. (dugdha), Marathi [du:dh]. 

§ 13. [t 4 th 4h] are true retroflex sounds in central KonkanI 
and southern Konkani ; from what I have heard of the northern 
dialect 1 believe that the same observation may be safely made. 
The tip of the tongue is curled up and the point of articulation is 
near the hard palate. 

[t] : rare initially; in general represents the English alveolar as 
in [tuviailu] (tuvvSlu), Eng. towel; [tebolo] (tebala), Eng. 

table ; it is interesting to observe here that the Portuguese [t] is 
generally dental in K.; ^.y.,nK. xK. [buta] ^crhr (butamv), Portuguese 
bot^o, Eng. button ; occurs medially and finally, e g., sK. gsK. [piita] 
(pHa, Sk. pista-), xK. nK. [piit] i?t^(pit). 

[d] : initially more common than t ; [dojo] ^ 31 ( 4816 , d618), eye; 
[dukrora] (dukkara)^i^ ; represents English alveolar (d): [dokairte] 
(dSkarta), Eng. dogcart; here again Potuguese [d] is dental in 
K., e.g., [baldi:] (baldi), Port, balde, Eng. bucket; intervocally 
and finally sK. gsK. [8o:4i] ^tf^(sodi), xK. nK. so:d (so4) let go. 

[th]: rare phoneme; [th 0 k:u] Z^ (thakku) « cheat, originally a 
Thug; xK. nK. [tha:ja] 3 R (thaya) space, room; medially only in 
learned borrowings : [ksthirno] (kathlna, Sk. kajhina-) hard, 

difficult; or in combination with the uuaspirated plosive : sK. gsK. 
[lobtha:] (latthS) strong, muscular. 
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[4h]: initially rarer than [th]; in my collection of words I have 
only three of which two are onomatopoetic; sK. [^hSko] (dhSijika) 
a crane ; intervocally loses aspiration except perhaps in the north ; 
thus sK. gsK. xK. [sa:de] (sade) for nK. and Marathi [sa:<Jhe] 
^Tt CL half ovevy as in [sa:<J(h)e-stt:t9] ^Tt^ETTcr (sadhesat in nK. and 
sa jisata in sK. gsK.) a half over seven or seven and a half ] among the 
retroflex plosives this sound is the least common. 

§ 14. The difference between the dental and the retroflex sounds 
is of great semantic importance, as is the difference between aspi- 
rated and unaspirated plosives. Thus [sQita] seveimx^ (sata), [saita] 
(sSta) a kind of siveet~meai\ [paidu] (padu) fart^ [padu] ( padu) 

bad; [kd:ti] (kamti) grate \ (imperative of to grate), [kdiji] 

(kamti) a basket ; [katdo] (kada) forest, [khaido] wilf 

(khacja) beard • [paili] (p^li> Sk. pali, Pa. pali) turn, chance, 

[phaiU] (phaji) a piece of rag, 

§15. [k, g]. Articulation as in English, and Bengali ; as in 

the case of the latter the articulation is more forward, but is not 
forward enough to produce the palatal plosives [c j] which are 
non-existent in K, : sK. [keslS] (kaslS), gsK. [kosiol®] 

(kassalS), xK. nK. (?) [kahalS] (kahalS) ivhat ? sK. gsK. 

[ta:k:a] (takka), xK. ^[taika:] (tSka) to hint, dative of 

[to] ^ (to) ; sK. gsK. xK. [kiiru] (kiru) parrot ; [kaelle] fiS’ 
(kejS) banana ; [kono] (kona) who ? 

[ 9 ] [ 9 ^‘ 4 i] (ga^i) carriage; [giino) < g^pa) a meringue 

wade of the milk of a milch cow; sK. gsK. xK. [gseno] itm (gena) a 
span ; sK. gsK. [maigo] (maga), xK. [nmig] (niag), impera- 
tive of to beg. 

The corresponding aspirates are very common sounds in K., the 
number of words in each exceeding seventy. Medially they are not 
uncommon. sK. [khakio] (khakk5) arm-pit ; [khaino] 

(kh§na) food ; medial de-aspiration in sK. [rakta] (rakta), cK. 
xK. nK. [rakhta] (rakhta) protects ; [ghodo] (gh8dg) horse ; 

[gharo] ^ (ghara) ho?4se ; as a postposition this last word takes the form 
[gor, geri], (gar, geri) besides the aspirated form ; de-aspiration is 
more common medially and finally, and may be said to be the rule. 

§ 16. The four dental affricates of Marathi given by Lloyd 
James and Kanhare correspond closely to the three shown in the 
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table above. As in MarSthi the same symbol ^ or ^ is used to denote 
the dental and the alveolar affricates. The dental affricates are 
sounds in which the dental plosive elements [t d] produced at a higher 
position of the teeth ridge, are blended with the [s z] glides. It 
would be more accurate to call these K. affricates ‘‘dento-alveolar 
affricates, produced slightly above the position for true dental 
affricates. 

§ 16 (a). In the case of the alveolar affricates I notice the identity 
of Bengali sounds with those of K., and I believe Prof. Chatterji’s 
‘‘ palato-alveolar ’’ affricates explain the state of affairs better. 

§ 16 (4). 'the affricate nature of these sounds is a recent dis- 
covery ; as in other Indo-Aryan languages they are generally felt by 
the speakers to be simple plosives at first sight; but with a little 
observation the continuation of the glide [s] or [z] or [f] or [ 5 ] may 
be easily felt. 

§ 16 (c). The general rule for K. seems to be that the dento- 
alveolar affricates are used before back vowels and the palato-alveolar 
affricates before the front vowels: sK. gsK. [dzopu] (japu) 

meditation^ sK, gsK. [dzQ’.gi] sKi* gsK. [dzuga:ru] 

y ^ y 

(jugaru) gamhlingy sK. gsK. [dzu.-no] (juna) ripe, sK. 

gsK, [dzo:ru] (joru) vigorously) sK. gsK. xK. [jfsirta] 

(jirtn) digests^ is digested) [^i*b(h)e] (jlb(h)a) tongue) 
[^eevana] (jSvana) dinner^ lunch. 

§ 16 {d). An apparent exception to the above rule is the pronun- 
ciation of % gf before back vowels in both ways: e.g,^ sK. [dzono] sfur 

V 

(jana) in composition meaning sK. [^^no] spr people ) 

the probable exception, sK. [^^otii] ^ (jatti) a wrestler) the 
exaplanation in the first case appears to be in the doublet [^^seno] 
(jena). The number of exceptions of the second type where 
the palato-alveolar pronunciation obtains before back vowels is 
happily small in K.; it seems in these cases that the palatal semi- 
vowel has developed : sK. [^a:ri, ^ja:ri] (cari, cyari) /our^ as 

opposed to [tsairo] (cara) fodder for the cow. In this sketch I 

have not taken into account learned borrowings, especially philoso- 
phical terms, where the palato-alveolar sounds have developed in 
accordance with the modern Sanskrit pronunciation. 
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Medially ; sK. gsK. [efcsu] ^ (aecu) stencil' [radzu] Km (rSjju) 

rope. Aspirated [tsh] does not occur initially or otherwise, [dzh] occurs 
very rarely in intervoeal position ; where it does occur the' explana- 
tion is to be found in the speech habits of the individual ; I have 

fs V 

noticed only one word xK. [kadzhujo] ?rT^io5t (k&jhu]o) but my 
informant had too many aspirates in his speech. sK. gsK. [udzio] 

[u^:o] ; sK. [p9^(^u] ' TTO (paccbu) 

sapphire from this last example it will be clear that the affricate 
^ (ch) tends to give length to the preceding syllable. 

§ 17. [m] is a fully voiced nasal. So far as initial position 

is concerned it vies with [p] for the second place in frequency, the 

first being [k]. sK. gsK. xK. [mad®] (maiJS) a corpse ; sK. 
gsK. [ma)i] ^irfoS (maji) a staircase ; [mi:rl] (mJrl) pepper; 

sK. gsK. xK. [msena] ^ (mena) wax ; sK. gsK. (k3ma), xK. 

(kam) Krra [ka'.m(9) ] In the intervocal position m tends 

to pass into a nasalised (v) : thus [ndiv, na:u] (nftv, nai?). Sk. 

[naimon]; sK. [maivu] father-in-law ^ as opposed to [maimu] 

(mamu) uncle. 

§ 18. nj. This is a fully sounded labio-dental nasal, shared by 

Marathi also, appearing before [r], [v], or [vh], [J], [s], [h]. In 
the pronunciation of K, (gftv = Sk. grama, n5v = Sk. paman, etc.) 
this labio-dental makes its appearance as in the case where it is 
followed by an original [r, v], etc. The same examples given for 
Marathi suffice for Konkanl. 

§ 19. According to Sanskrit Grammarians [n] is a purely dental 
nasal, and this classification has found favour with modern phoneti- 
cians also. In pronouncing it the tip of the tongue touches the back 
of the teeth at a higher point than in pronouncing the dental plosives, 
but before [t d th dh] it is somewhat more forward. As in Bengali 
(see Beng. Phon,, § 18) it is an alveolar sound in Konkanl. sK* gsK. 
[naimo] ^ (nama) a mark on the forehead ; [ni:da] (nida) sleep; 
xK. cK. nK. [naikho] (nakha), sK. gsK. [nd:ko] (namka) 
nose\ sK. gsK. [tano] (tana) thirst ; sK. [saini, sainu] 

(sani, sanu) smally short. 
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§ 20, [^i] has a more elevated tongue position than the retro- 

flex ^plosives, but less elevated than [}]. Initially it occurs only in the 
K. word’ for ninety'. sK. gsK. [non:!:] (navvl), xK. oK. [903] 

! intervocalic : [meini] (mani) dead ; sK, [k9:ni) 

(kani) a thick eowp made of cereals for children ; [k8;nu] ^ (kapu) a 
particle', occurs fre^ently before the plosive as in sK. gsK. xK. 
[konfa] (kSnto, written also kftip^o) ; [theniji] (thandi, 

thaipdO cold. Finally : xK. nK. [ta:n], sK. [ta:n:a], gsK. 
[ta : ndnnu] having pulled, taut ; etc. 

§ 21. [g]. This is a velar nasal which has no independent 

existence ; its articulation takes place further back than the velar 
position of the corresponding plosives. Its pronunciation is as in 
English king, pink. It can occur either at the end or in the middle 
■etf the word ; sK. gsK. [sa;g9] ^ (sSipga), xK. [sa;g] (sSipg), say, 
imperative of (sSipgcS, to say). 

§ 22. [o] This sound has no correspondence in English; the 

MarSthl sound resembles English [v] under certain circumstances, but 
such is not the case with E. There is not the slighest breath accom> 
panying its pronunciation. sK. [u9:to] cin (vata), gsK. xK. nK. [uo:t9] 
’aln (vota) glare, sunshine ; [ka;uu] (k&vu) heal. 

§ 23. The aspirated lateral is not an original sound in E. ; it is 
a secondary development, due probably to analogical formations, 
arising out of the glottal fricative ; examples : sK., etc. [uhertn] a’jTtf 
(vbartS), of. Root (hr) as in (harati) of Sk. In some instances the 
influence of Marathi pronunciation is felt, but, on the whole, it 
is negligible. Only in one word sK. [oherdirke] (vhardika) 

and its cognates in gsE. xE- there is a possibility of an original sound 
developing from Sk. (vadhuvara-, : *vabuvara-, *vahu-ara, * vhauara, 
*vhoea); but even here we have doublets [ho: re] 'ily (hora), 
[hordi'.ko] (hordika). 

§ 24<. [1] has also been classified by Sanskrit Grammarians as 

dental; like [n] it is pronounced higher up than dental plosives, 
'there is only the clear variety, as in English love, in use ; the dark 
variety, as in English purple, is not commonly heard. It is fully 
voiead : sK. [lesune] (lasuna) garlic ; [le : pu] ^ (lepu) painting 

or application of medicine-, [va:li] viftr (vili) creeper', sK. [tfi9l:i] 
wft (<»11 t), gsK. [^a3l:i] daughter, girl-, sK. gsK. ^korlil ^jrrftr 
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(kftli), xK. uK. [ka;I] qrnr (kSl) yesterday, 'Phe alternation between 
[1] and [n] is not uniformly distributed ; it is more likely a 
oharaoteristio of the speech of women, children, and of the lower 
classes, as noticed in other Indo-Aryan lan^ages ; sK. [nimbnno] 
(niqibuvo), gsK. [limbijo] ftr’fitdt (liipbiyo) lemon ; sK. [loni^] 
(loncS), gsK. [n0]^^»] (nonacS) pickles. 

§ 25. The articulation of the lateral retroflex [}] has already 
been described in § 20. It occurs only in the intervocalic petition, 
and as a result of this in the final position in xK. and nK. 
In K. as in MarSbhi it represents the intervocalic single [1] ' of 
Sanskrit and Prakrit, except in tatsamas and semi-tatsamas. Medially 
it occurs before dental [t] : sK. [kalta] (kalta) is known ; this is 

a result of the loss of the neutral vowel between the two sounds. 
Finally : sK. [ba:l] ?tTa vocative for (b&ju), having a doublet [baju:] 
WT 3 P (l^!a). [I] occurs through assimilation of [1]: sK. [paI:o] ^3^351 

(pa}jo), xK. nK. [pa<}lo] (pa^-lo). 

§ 26. [r] has only two values in K. j initially it is an alveolar 

rolled [r] as in Bengali, with two or three taps of the tongue against 
the teeth-ridge {Beng. P/ion., § 21); medially and finally it is just 
an alveolar flap j the rolling in these positions is characteristic of 
only affected speech. sK. gsK. [ra:ti] ^ (rSti), xK. nK. [ra:te] 
TTtt (rStCa) ) night) sK. gsK. [ba:ri] (bari) side'. sK. gsK. 
[sSiro] ^ (sara), xK. nK. [sa:r] ijTf sar) move away. sK. gsK. 
[mtt:ri] (mSri), xK. nK. [ma: r] (mar) strike. 

§27. [s] , like [1, n] , is ednsidered dental, but it has a higher 

articulation. In fact it is an alveolar. In K. as in its sister-dialect 
it appears only before back vowels ; this is a test for determining 
in certain cases whether a given word is inherited or borrowed. In 
morphology it alternates with the palatal alveolar, since it is palatalis- 
ed before front vowels. sK. [somo] ^ (sama) straight, satisfactory ; 
[su:t0] 113 (suta) string-, [so:ji] (soyi) desiccated eo9oanut% 

[pa;su) (pSsu) a loop-, [b9:8:] (bass) enough. It occurs also 

before [t] and [th], 

1 This change of Skt. -!• to modern Indo>Ar;an is common to Gujarati, 
Bajasthani, Singhalese, Ofija, Tanjabi and all those dialects where -n* of Skt. is 
changed to -o*. 
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§ 28. The palato-alveolar is without lip-rounding. Its 

positicm is more forv^ard than that of the corresponding fricatives. 
It replaces the Sanskrit retroflex (a), but in learned circles the true 
retroflex is employed •wherever it occurs in Sanskrit. In K. it 
represents both original [J] , and the palatalised alveolars before 
front vowels and the palato- alveolar affricates : sK. nK. [Jomborri] 
(dambari) hundred^ Sk. (satam) : [Jikta] (sikta) learns^ 

Sk. (iiik§-) ; sK. [kajso] : [kalji] (kajso, kaj6i) bldckisA; 

[pis:o] (pisso) : [pij:;i ] fqfssT (pi^4i) foolish, mad, 

§ 29. The retroflex fricative is used only in borrowed words or 
in a fricative group the second element of which is a retroflex, 
unvoiced plosive ; in this ease the orthography uses (s) or (s) indis- 
criminately. Acoustically it is not perceptibly different in actual 
speech from the palato-alveolar. 

§ 30. The glottal fricative is voiced in K. The proper symbol 
for this voiced [h] is [fi] ; but [h] is also used. It occurs everywhere 
except in the final position after a vowel. Initially it alternates in 
certain historical cases with the aspirated labio-dental lateral (see § 23 
above)M Examples : sK, [ha:4i] (hacii) bring ; xK. [kaSalse] 

(kahalS) whai\ In this last example the medial [h] or [6] 
corresponds to the alveolar [s] of sK. and gsK. In sK. and gsK. 
intervocalic [h] disappears after aspirating the preceding consonant : 
sK. [bhagre] (bhayra) outside, cf, Marathi [bafier] (baher). 

It is retained, however, when the preceding consonant is a fricative : 

^ Y 

sK. [soBdoo] (sahSvo) sixth, [soBadzo] (sahaja) naturally- 
In sentence-5a7^<^^i there is a voiceless [h], and this is generally 
the ease when the preceding consonant is a voiceless plosive. This 
voiceless [h] is dropped in many cases : sK. (davo hatu) becomes 
(dav-hatu) and then [<ia:o- a:tu] (dav-atu) left hand, etc. The 
de*aspiration of the aspirated plosives at the end of a word is 
probably due to this devoicing of the [fi]. 

,§ 31. [z] sounded with a medium voice, occurs only in foreign 

words, especially from Persian and Portuguese. It alternates in 

these cases with the dento-alveolar [dz] : K. [mseze] ^ (meza), 

table, cf Port, (mesa), Persian (mez); a doublet of this is K. [raedzi] 
(tneji) table- Modern borrowings from Persian and European 
languages contain this [z], but in the speech of the uneducated 
people the affricate is more common. 
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§ 82, There is only the palatal semivowel [j] used in K. as iii 
Marathi; (w) or consonantal [u] is rare, being replaced by [i>]. Its 
presence is felt especially in those instances when's the dento-alveolar 
affricates and fricatives are palatalised before front vowels : sK., etc. 
[c[ja:r(i)] (cari, pronounced cyari) four. 

THE VOWELS 

§ 38, The vowel sounds of KonkanI are shown below in the 
diagram in relation to the Cardinal Vowels recorded by Prof. Daniel 
Jones on H. M. V. Record B. 804. The Cardinal Vowels are 
indicated by square brackets and the approximate position of K. 
vowels shown by crosses. In addition to these simple sounds there 
are two diphthongs [ou] and [oi]. All vowels and diphthongs may 
be nasalised ; it is to be observed that nasalisation has the effect of 
raising appreciably the tongue position in the case of front vowels. 


FRONT CENTRAL BACK 



§ 34. The length of vowel sounds is very important in K. and it 
should be clearly borne in mind that the tongue position is slightly 
more elevated in the case of the long vowels than in the short and 
that it is not merely a question of quantity. With this must be 
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eonnected the idea of consonautal length in order to appreciate fully 
the differences in the pronunciation of groups like sK. [kaicji] ^nfir 
(ka(Ji) remove^ take away^ and [ka(J:i] (ka^dO « stick. To the 
uninitiated^ and particularly to Dravidian speakers who do not use 
the neutral vowel [o], theiirst (a) will appear to be the lengthened 
variety of the second (a), whereas, in reality, the total phonetic length 
in the second case is slightly in excess of the first, 

§ 35. [i:, i]. Pronunciation same in all the K. dialects: [ki:4o] 
(kl4o) a worm ; [pi:t(9)] xfte (pita) kneaded Jlour, [pit:i] fqf? (pitfi) 
powder; [bi:] (bl) seed ; etc. 

§36. [e:, 5:, e, 5]; these sounds alternate with the following : 

[se:, se, w] ; this change seems to depend upon the quality of the 
following vowel. Examples: sK. [kSlIe] ^5? {ke\6) a banana, [ke:!i] 
fife (keji) danana plant, [k8;ll:] (kSjf) bananati ; [bb8e:^3] (bheta), 

[bbe:ti] (bheti) interview, meeting-, [bb8el:tt:] (bbettS) 

breaks, [bhe:ti] (bheti) broken condition ; [pselo] (p®Jo) a 

glass, [ke:8u] liq (kesu) hair ; [te:ru] ^ tteru) sacred car used 
in car fastivals. It will be seen from these examples that the series 
[e:, 8:, e, 8] is replaced by the series [se:, te;, je, &,] when the 
following vowel is not (i, T, 1, I,) (u, u, u fl ; ) ; in the DevanSgarl 
alphabet there is no separate sign for the two series ; this remark 
holds good for the corresponding back vowels (see | 38 below). 

§ 87, [a:, 8;, a, 8] ; sK. [bQ:ra] (bara) twelve-, [ka:ro] 

(kSro) a cowrie ; [ga:TJu] ntf (gftvu) town -, [kanto] (kanto) 

thorn. It must be remembered here that the neutral vowel is not 
the short corresponding to this long vowel ; in those dialects where 
the neutral does not exist a broad pronunciation has resulted (see 
§ 40 below). 

§ 38. [o;, 0:, o, 5] alternates with the series [o:, 5:, o, 5], under 

the same conditions as for the e>seires, although there is only one 
orthographic sign in the script. Examples ; [pojo] tfiaf (pojo) 
a pan-cake, [po;li] utfe (po}i) special delicacies, particularly sweets ; 
[bholo] ^1551 (bhojo) m., [bho:li] mII® (bholi) f., simple, unsophisti- 
cated ; [kojso] (kolso) coal, [ko(:)jn] (ko]u) Juice, solution ; 

[ 8 o; 4 i] (so.'i) go, [sinjti] ( 80 (Jti) lucky-dip ; [dzolo] 

V 

(jolo) let it burn. 
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§39. [ u fl:, u, fi]. Examples : sK., etc. [khu:ri 9 ] ^ (khuna) 

trick, secret [du:ki] (duki)^atM; [duba:ri] (dubSrij double; 
xK. nK. [dukale] 5^3 (dukaja) famine', [^er4u(:)] (cer^Q) 

child', [rQv:9] (ruipva) a sore, boil, etc.; [k&v:a:}S] ^‘^3 
(kiivSlS, kfivvalS) pumpkin, gourd ; sK. [mu :gu] qjg (mugu), g8K.,etc. 
[mii:gu] (muipgu), Sk. (mudga-) a kind of pulses. 

. § 40. [ 9 ]. This neutral vowel is the most intriguing in the 

pronunciation of KohkanI ; this, the so-called short ^ {&), is really not 
the short corresponding to the long (a), but is of a different 
timbre altogether. In certain dialects of the Christian speakers 
it has assumed the back position of ^ (5). 

Examples: SK. [m9:nu] (manu) a mannd ; cK. [maloipa] 
(ma)apa) sky ; sK. [mssto] aro (masta) many ; [badarmo] 

(adama) almond', [hajsrdi] a$3^ (ha}adi) turmeric', [kha;ji] 
(hayi) where ? [d ; ] (aip) pardon ? 

xK. [mo:nu] a mannd ; sK. [kheiju] (khalu) solution, with 
its doublet [ko.ia]. I see here the influence of the broad pronun- 
ciation of this indeterminate vowel. 

Although Konkanl has no settled orthography, a word of explana- 
tion is necessary with regard to the pronunciation of this vowel 
when we use Devanagarl characters. When a word consists ortho- 
graphioally of two syllables each containing the vowel [o], either 
the first or the second is pronounced long according to the stress 

on that syllable, e,g,, ['dzoujo] heavy, [dzo'cjo:] very heavy. When 
three syllables containing this vowel follow each other in the same 
word, the middle vowel is invariably long ; the first may be either 
short or long. In general, when a word consists orthographically 
of more than two syllables, and two adjacent syllables contain this 
vowel, the second vowel is not pronounced at all : sK. [pharka:to;] 
(pharka^o, written as pharakato) useless, dirty, etc. ; [karti] 
(karti, written, karati) a boil or abscess. In polysyllabic words 
ending in two syllables containing this [a], both may belong; 
there is no restriction on long syllables following each other in the 
same word, and each is pronounced distinctly. 

§ 41. Normally, only two diphthongs have survived in learned 
speech, [ai] and [eu]. These occur only in words borrowed from 
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Sanskrit and the Dravidian languages. But the actual number of 
diphthongs is much larger, and all of them are of the falling variety, 
the stress being on the first element. In the written form one 
element is generally the palatal semivowel or the labio-dental lateral 
[v] (probably developed from the bilabial semivowel which I have 
not been able to trace in the surviving speech habits of the central 
KonkanI people), but they are actually in ordinary speech nothing 
but diphthongs. 

[ie] : — [korierde] (koriyeda) maybe done^ written either 

as [korjerde], or as [korijede]. 

[ia] : — [korijS:] ^fert (koriyS) let 7is doy or [korid:]. 

[eu]/. — [ke(:)u] fif (kevu) slag for money) [de:u] (devu) 

God. 

[seo] : — {hety etc.) eat Or dine, 

[ai] : — [kaili] {k^y\\) frying pan) [bails] (bayla) wife^ 

lady, 

[au] ; — [kau] ^fT^(kavu) heat) [bauto] flagpost. 

[ao] : — [khao] (k\i^wo) let him eat, 

[oi] : — [boi] (boyi) a clove of garlic y or a division of an orange) 
[koiti] (koyti) a bent Unife used for cutting cocoanni, 

^ V 

[ui] : — [dzui] ^ (j^yi) jasmine) [mui] (muyi) ant, 

[uo] : — [dhuoru] (dhuvoru) smoke. 

These are all the more important diphthongs. There are no 
triphthongal or tetraphthongal groups in KonkanI. 

SOUND ATTBIBUTES 

§ 42. LENGTH. We have already noticed that both vowels 
and consonants have length. In the case of vowels the quantity of 
the short or long vocal element is a matter of rhythm. They have 
generally three shades of length ; the difference between the long 
and short vowel is in the tongue position which is more elevated in 
the one case than in the other ; both have a short and long duration ; 
but the lengthened variety has two recognisable durations, depending 
upon whether the syllable containing it is closed or open (the syllable 
is said to be closed when the following is a double consonant or a 
consonant group). Ml Konkani voxels have the three quantities. 
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§ 43. Monosyllabic words always have the vowel long ; e.g,, 
[to:] he) [ti:] the) vocatives have a long final vowel : e.g., [ago;] 
’HTjFI (S^o) addressing the woman as opposed to [na:go] (nSgo) 
not 80 , indeed (when talking familiarly with women). High pitch 
of the voice is always accompanied by long quantity. 

§ 44. STRESS. Stress is denoted by [^] before the syllable 
which bears it. Word stress is generally initial, but may be varied 
according to the needs of the speaker in order to emphasize a 
particular shade of meaning ; an example of this has been already 
given in § 40. Since there is no welUdefined word order in Konkani, 
word-stress is subordinate to sentence-stress, and this will depend 
upon the sense in which they are used. In words borrowed from 
Sanskrit, stress is generally on the heaviest syllable ; and as a result 
of this tendency proper names are stressed similarly. 

Sentence-rhythm is very characteristic of the language, but is 
extremely varied. Unlike in Bengali all words, including pronominals, 
conjunctions and other particles are stressed. 

For the purpose of stress K. words have to be divided into several 
syllabic groups, since a secondary stress is developed in polysyllabic 
groups ) generally two syllables form one group, except when the 
next contains the neutral vowel, in which case it may also be included 
in this group. This secondary stress will be denoted by grave accent 
['] before the syllable so stressed. Examples : ['modhu'koru] 
(Madhukaru, a proper name , ) but in a sentence group this may be- 
omitted: e.g., ['msdhuk oranss] (Madhukarane) by Madhukar ) 

['timigg' i(:)l] (timingila) o ['ku69r'ma:adolu] RmtelVt viper-, 

but as in the first case cited above, in a sense-group this secondary 
stress is likely to be slurred over, unless the real stress is transferred 
to that syllable. 

§ 45. INTONATION. As an element of speech intonation 
or pitch of voice is not very significant in Konkani. It shares with 
Bengali and other Indo-Aryan languages the two words [ii] and 
[Ba] where intonation has signific value (see Beng. P/ion.,^ 61 ) 
sentence intonation, however, is more important, and plays a 
considerable part in the semantic significance of the word-group. 
But this subject needs to be studied separately for each dialect and 
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possibly in each region. Even so far as sK. itself is concerned 
sentence intonation differs in the two Kanaras. 

" § 46. There is one point which requires careful study in the 
two Central Brahmin dialects, with regard to pronunciation of 
individual words in a sentence*group. It was already remarked 
that the Christian and Northern dialects generally drop the final 
vowel of an individual word, even in grammatical construction 
(see §l above). In sK. and gsK, words by themselves, whether 
inflected or not, end in vowels, but these vowels tend to disappear 
in a sentence-group. Thus [konS] (ko^g) means iy whom ? but 
[ko^ ksebSJ (for korig kellg) wAo Aas done it ? literally, by whom u it 
done^ Such examples may be multiplied without number. 

It is generally contended that the final vowel in Konkani is a 
result of Dravidian influence, and that its disappearance in a sentence- 
group represents its original nature, but this is not so. Konkani 
has preserved the Middle Prakrit final vowel, and the disappearance 
is due to the rapidity of normal speech. In such cases where a 
man is bound to speak slowly all the final vowels are preserved, 
and even in rapid speech they are found at the end of sense-groups. 

§47. In conclusion a few connected passages in two of the 
Central Kofikani dialects will be given in phonetic transcription with 
a literal translation. Sentences are divided into portions by vertical 
lines I and ||, indicating sense-groups, the double lines expressing 
a slight pause (see Beng^ Phon.^ § 57). 

§ 48. The following passage is taken from the First Book of 
Konkai^i published by the Codialbail Press, Mangalore ; it represents 
the dialect spoken by the Christian community in Kanara. 

< A 

JSedzu 

'tumil '^edzuk vojk'Bta:tgi:?|| 'faitso 'mog | kar(a : ? II 
/^edzutso ;'mog | karidzaj 'dza :lja : r | 'pojiS | 'ta : ka; 'volkadza : j'.il 
'^edzu 1 'dev dza:vna;fa;' j N 'sar^: a:ni 'sSvsa :ra :tso'| rat8na:r;|| 
'a: hi I 'sarv 'vastGtso' | dbani. n 'arm^tt 'mega: 'parsun | to | 'sarga: 
'tha:vn I 'sSvfairatnt a:jlo;l| nidz dev'a:sta:'| a:mcfe| 'barite 

ku(}|a:Dit 'atmo ghevD,n 'nidz monis'i dza:Io|| 'tet.'iel 'vorsd.. 
'parjtttnt, II 'j:a: 'eSvea : ra : nt | ^ijelojll a;ni| 'ka«#ek | 'sabQ;r' 
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dagd I 'sosun, n 'a:pl3 1 'pavitr 'ragart | vikra;va', II 'Baba:r' | 'vojvo}- 
3 a:ni, II jeka : 'khursa : r | melo. I 

JESUS 

Do you know Jesm / Do you love him ? In order to love Jemt 
it is necessary to know him first. Jesus is God ; {he is) Creator 
of Heaven and Earth, and Ruler of everything. On account of 
his love for us he came down to the earth from heaven ; while being 
really God, taking a piece of our rib and the breath of life he became 
a real man. For thirty-three years he lived in this world ; and in the 
end, having suffered many diffciilties, and shedding holy blood, and 
having undergone physical torture, he died on the Cross. 

§ 49, I will conclude this short sketch with a specimen of sK. 
It is the first paragraph of a Kotikani article by a veteran scholar, 
appearing in the Saraswat Quarterly (Organ of the Kanara 
Saraswat Association, Gamdevi, Bombay), Vol. I, No. 2, p. 27. 

'kog^i 'bha:J:a 

'sa rres'veto 'treima :sik9 1 'ka:4t80 'vitsa:ru| 'lokfltk 'kajte :^i, B 
'tS| 'koslja; 'bhoJStu 'barauka : II 'hja: 'vi/aja : ^eri | 'loka:ntu|| 
bhin;a 'viea:r9| 'a:jille||. 'thorje^f^ana' ii 'kog^i 'bhulStu | 'tS | 
barauka: | 'mha^a;l 80 . 1 'mhaisu:r 'prantd.’tulja'rni | 'tse | 'kana^imtu 
baranka:ll 'aji 1 'sutsaille. II 'masta 'lokft ; g»lj& | 'mhan:»| 'fm\ 
igra^imtu 'barauka: n 'aji | di8u:n'Q 'a:jilS||. 'tjan'mit:I| 'n» | 
traimarsika II 'igr9^i;ntu | 'barau^le | 'tharlse.il 

THE KONKAIJI language 

After the idea of publishing the Saraswat Quarterly became 
generally known, different suggestions came to the people with 
respect to the language in which it was to be written. Some said 
it should be written in Kofikani. Residents of Mysore suggested 
that it should be written in Kanarese. Most people were of opinion 
that it should be written in English. Therefore, it was decided to 
publish this Quarterly in English. 




TRUE DATES OF THE BUDDHA AND OTHER 
CONNECTED EPOCHS 

By 

Dhirendranath Mukhopadhyaya. 

Diwan Bahadur L. D. Swamikannu Pillai (Indian Antiquary, 
Vol. XLTT, pp. 197-204) working from the week-days recorded 
for events of the Buddha’s life as given in Bigandet’s ‘Life of 
Gaudama,’ finds that they suit Tuesday April 1, 478 B.C., which 
consequently he regards as the true date of the Buddha’s death. 
But we should remember here that only one week-day out of 
the four given in Bigandet can be verified with this epoch. As 
f-uch this epoch cannot be accepted as the true date of Buddha’s 
death, provided astronomical data recorded have got any worth. 
With Swamikannu’s date of 478 B.C. for Buddha’s death we 
come to 558 B.C. for the year of Buddha’s birth. In this year 
Vaisakht purnima occurred on Sunday the 15th April, as against 
Friday of the tradition. Hence Swamikannu went over to the 
next year 557 B.C., thus making the span of Buddha’s life one 
of 79 years as against the unanimous verdict of 80 years of all 
Buddhist chronicles. Similarly on Swamikannu’s epoch Buddha 
entered into solitude on Sunday the 22nd June (Ashddhl 
purnimd) 529 B.C. as against Monday. Though Swamikannu 
makes the Buddha enter into solitude on the next day (Monday) 
there was no purnimd then. On Swamikannu’s own calcula- 
tions, purnimd ended the previous night at about 8 p.m., even 
long before midnight when Gautama left Kapilavastu. He 
attained Buddhahood or Nirvana oni Friday the 18th April 
(Vaisakht purnimd) 523 B.C. as against Wednesday. Hence 
Swamikannu went over to the next year, 522 B.C, ^Wednesday the 



2 


D. N. MUKHOPADHYAYA 


8th April {Vaisakhl piirnima). But even on his calculation 
purninid ended this day at about 2-40 p.m. But from the 
tradition preserved, it is evident that purnimd should have 
continued that day till the next morning : ‘ In the morning of 

the Vaisdkhl purtiimd day Sujata was preparing her gift... in the 
evening Buddha defeated Mara... A little before daybreak... on 
the day of the full moon. ..the perfect science broke at once over 
him. He became the Buddha.’ 

As for the other proposed dates 483, 486 or 487 B.C. we see 
that none of these dates do satisfy the week-days recorded for 
events of the Buddha’s life. Swamikannu Pillai has also shown 
that none of the proposed dates 544, 543 or 483 B.C. satisfy the 
week-days recorded. The epochs 483, 486 or 487 B.C. might 
otherwise have originated with the accession of Vijaya Sithha to 
the throne of Ceylon. Vijaya landed in Ceylon the very year in 
which the Buddha died. But it is unthinkable that that was the 
very year of his accession to the throne of Ceylon, which must 
have taken place some years later, as is also evident from the 
chronicles. 

In May 1932, Nirvana year 2476 of Buddha expired 
according to the modern Ceylonese reckoning. This gives 2476 — 
1931 = 545 B.C. for the date of Buddha’s Nirvana. Up to 
April 1932 this year was 2475. Careless conversion easily makes 
this year (2476-1932) or (2475-1932), i.e., 544 or 543 B.C. 
Calculation from the current year, of course, gives 544 B.C. 
But the ancient Ceylonese date of the Buddha’s Nirvapa as given 
in the Oriental Magazine of Ceylon and quoted by James Prinsep 
in bis Indian Antiquities (1858, Vol. II, p. 165) is 546 B.C. 
546 B.C. is also the date of the Nirvana of the last Buddha 
according to the Northern Buddhists {vide Weber, Hist, of Indian 
Literature, p. 287). With this date of the Buddha’s Nirvapa or 
attainment of Buddhahood all other dates are found to be 
exactly true to the Buddhist tradition. Thus we find that the 
Buddha was born on Friday, the 30th March (Vaisdkhl purnimd) 
581 B.C. (purnimd began at 10* 30’” p.m., Ujjaini Civil Time, 
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and ended the next day at 8* 45“ p.m.) He left Kapilavastu 
in the midnight of June 17 (Ishadhl purnimd) 553 B.C. 
(purnimd began at 8* 10“ p.m., Ujjaini Civil Time, and ended 
the next day at 6* 30“ p.m.) and he entered into solitude the 
next morning on Monday, the 18th June {Ashadhi purnimd), 553 
B.C. in his 29th year- He attained Buddhahood or Nirvana 
on Wednesday, the 3rd April (Vaisdkhi, purnimd), 546 B.C. 
(purnimd ended at 11* 45™ A.m., Ujjaini Civil Time, in the 
morning of April 4) when he completed his 35th year and 
his Parinirvana or death occurred on Tuesday, the 15th April 
(Vaisdkhi puritimd), 501 B.C. (purnimd began the previous 
night at 4* 30“ a.m., Ujjaini Civil Time), when he completed 
his 80th year, exactly tallying with all astronomical data available. 
The distinction between the Buddha’s Nirvana or attainment of 
Buddhahood, and his Parinirvana, or death, was very ingeniously 
pointed out by Mr. Curter for the first time (oide Cunningham’s 
Indian Eras, p. 36). But owing to insufficient data at his 
disposal he could not arrive at the correct date for the Buddha’s 
death. Dr. Bhandarkar also in the Annals of the Bhandarkar 
Oriental Research Institute, Vol. X, p. 268, accepts the distinc- 
tion between the Nirvana and the Parinirvana of the Buddha. 

Now with the above dates in the Buddha’s life we come to 
the exact determination of the date of Chandragupta Maury a and 
that of his grandson Asoka. 

I’rom Puranic and other records we know that Ajatasatru 
reigned for 25 years. His son Harshaka or Darsaka reigned for 
24 years. In some manuscripts of the Vd^u Purdna the name 
Harshaka is to be found (vide Dr. Wilson, Vishnu Purdna, 
Book IV, Ch. 24). Then Ajatasatru’ s son-in-law, Udayana, reigned 
for 33 years. (This will be further discussed later on.) Then 
followed kings with the names Nandivardhana, Mahanandin, etc. 
Dr. R. C. Majumdar is inclined to regard these two kings as 
belonging to the Nanda dynasty. (Vide Journal of the Behar 
and Orissa Research Society, 1923, p. 418.) Dr. Vincent Smith 
was also of that opinion (Early History of India, 4th ed., p. 41). 
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Now the reign period of all the Nanda kings as given in the 
Purdnqs is one of 100 years. Mr. Pargiter in his ‘ Dynasties 
of the Kali Age,’ p. 24, remarks ; ‘ The time assigned to 

Mahapadma may mean the entire length of his life, as the Matsya 
Parana seems to imply ; and if so, the whole dynasty may have 
lasted about a hundred years as stated.’ But the Puranas never 
bring into calculation the pre-regnal years of any king. However, 
if we regard Nandivardhana and MahSnandin as Nandas and 
take their regnal periods into consideration then the Nanda period 
of 100 years is easily explained. Thus for the period between 
Ajatasatru and the last Nanda, we have 

Ajatasatru ... 25 years. 

Harshaka or Darsaka ... 24 ,, 

Udayaswa ... 33 ,, 

The Nandas from Nandivardhana 
to the last Nanda ... 100 ,, 

Total ... 182 years. 

Now knowing that the Buddha died 8 years after Ajatasatru’ s 
accession, the period between the Buddha’s death and the death 
of the last Nanda is one of 182 — 8=174 years. Adding to this 
24 years for Chandragupta and 25 years for Bindusara we get 
174+24+25 = 223 years for the period between the Buddha’s 
death and the accession of Asoka. Now Buddhaghosa in his 
Samanta Pasddikd, i.e., the commentary on the Vinaya, states 
this period as one of 224 years. (The reckoning from one 
manuscript only yields this figure.) We have got the Puranic 
figure for this differing by only one year. It seems, the difference 
of one year is due to an inter-regnum of one year between the 
Nanda and the Maurya dynasty. This figure is usually stated in 
other Buddhist sources as 214 years. But if we remember that 
‘ there is a constant difference of 10 years throughout the early 
series of the latter chronicle,’ (James Prinsep, Indian Anti- 
quities, Vol. II, Useful Tables, p. 165), this discrenancv of ten 
years can be easily explained away. 
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That there was really a discrepancy of ten years will be 
evident from the following : ‘ Regarding the subsequent rulers 
there is no agreement in our sources. The sum total of years 
which elapsed between the death of D . Tishya and the accession 
of Abhaya Duttliagdmini is given as 96 (or 106).’ — Kern, 
Manual of Buddhism, p. 119. Again, ‘If we wish to weigh 
against each other the value of the Southern and that of the 
Northern Sources we must begin by leaving out of the reckoning 
all unwarranted additions, either by the Sinhalese or by others. 
By so doing and by waiving points of secondary importance, 
we perceive that the difference turns about ten years. The Pali 
Canon fixing the Council at Vaisali at 100 years after Nirvana, 
whereas most Northern traditions give 110 years ’ {ihid, p. 107). 

Now let us come to the Jaina evidence on this point. 
From Jaina chronicles we get the period between Jina Nirvana and 
the death of the last Nanda which was synchronous with the death 
of the Jaina patriarch Sthulabhadra as 219 (in some as 215) years. 
We know that both the Buddha and Mahavira were called ‘ Jina,’ 
they were contemporaneous for some time and there were striking 
similarities between the two religions which flourished side 
by side. (Vide P. V. Bapat, M.A., ‘ A Comparative Study of a 
Few Jaina and Ardha-Magadhi Texts with the Texts of the 
Buddhist Pali Canon,’ in the Sir Asutosh Memorial Volume.) 
With Jina Mahavira his death was Nirvana, with Jina 
Bpddha his attainment of Buddhahood was Nirvana and his 
death was Parinirvana. Hence the Nirvana and Parinirvana of 
the Buddha as well as the Nirvanas of the Buddha and Mahavira 
were confounded at times causing troubles. Now this period of 
219 years from Jina NirVSna to the death of the last Nanda will 
clearly be seen to be the period between Jina Buddha’s Nirvana 
(attainment of Buddhahood which happened 45 years before 
his death) and the death of the last Nanda. We have already 
got the Puranic figure for the pe^od, between the Buddha’s death 
and the death of the last Nanda, as one of 174 years. Adding 
to this 46 years for the period between Buddha’s Nirvana and 
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Pwinirvaijia we get exactly 174+46 *=219 years, the figure 
from Jaina sources. Hence we see that the Puranic, Jaina 
and Buddhist evidences are quite in harmony, with slight dis- 
crepancies which are easily explained away. 

In some Jaina chronicles the period between Jina Nirvapa 
and Vikrama is stated as 470 years. This places Mahavira’s 
death in 470 + 58 = 528 B. 0., i.e., 18 years after the Buddha’s 
Nirvaua or attainment of Buddhahood (546 B.C.). In others 
it is stated that Vikrama was born 470 years after Jina Nirvana 
and he became king 16 years later, i.e., 486 years (or 488 years 
from other reckonings as shown by Dr. Hoernle, I. A., Vol. XX, 
p. 359) after Jina Nirvana. Now adding 486 or 488 years to 
the epoch of the Vikrama era (58 B. C.) we get 54 1 or 546 B. C. 
which we know to be the date of the Buddha’s Nirvana. Dr. 
Hoernle also remarked, ‘ In any case the coincidence of the years 
of the Mahavira’s and Buddha’s Nirvana is a curious result ’ 
(LA., Vol. XX, pp. 341-61). Hence it seems, this discrepancy 
of 16 or 18 years had arisen from a confusion of the Nirvanas 
of the Jinas (Mahavira and Buddha). 

Another plausible explanation of the Ceylonese date 
483 B.C. or that of the Cantonese dotted record of 
486 B.C. is perhaps to be ascribed to the above. Some 
Buddhists perhaps mistook the date of Jina Mahavira’s NirvSna 
(528 B.C.) for that of Jina Buddha’s Nirvapa and then sub- 
tracted 45 years from this and got 528 — 45=483 B.C. 

The total period between Jina Nirvana and Vikrama being 
488 years, by subtracting 219 years from this we get 488—219= 
269 years for the period between Chandragupta and Vikrama- 
ditya. Adding this to 58 B.C. the epoch of the Vikrama era, 
we get 269 + 58 = 327 B.C., for the death of the last Nanda. 
Again, by subtracting 219 years (the Jaina figure) from 546 B.C. 
we get 546—219 = 327 B.C. or, by subtracting 174 years (the 
Puranic figure) from 601 B.^J., the date of the Buddha’s 
deatih, we get exactly the same figure 501 — 174=327 B.C. for the 
dcfath of the last Nanda. After his death there seems to have 
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been an inter-regnum of about a year after which Chandragupta 
ascended the throne in 326 B.C. That this is true will be 
evident from the following : ‘While Alexander was stopped in 
his advance at the Hyphasis in 326 B.C. he was informed by a 
native chieftain Bliagala or Bhagela whose statements were 
confirmed by Poros, that the king of the Gangaridae and Prasii 
nations on the banks of the Ganges was named, as nearly as the 
Greeks could catch the unfamiliar sounds, Xandrames or 

Agrammes The reigning king was alleged to be extremely 

unpopular owing to his wickedness and base origin ’ 

(Vincent Smith, E.H.I.,4tli ed., p. 42). ‘Bliagala’ seems to me 
to be * Bhagurayana,’ the brother of the commander- in-chief of 
Chandragupta Maurya in the ‘ Mudra Rakshasa ’ and Xandra- 
mes is evidently ‘ Chandraraas ’ (the moon), i.e., Chandragupta 
the Maurya. The reigning king during Alexander’s visit in 
326 B.C. was therefore Chandragupta. From the ‘MudrS 
Rakshasa ’ also we learn that Chandragupta was of low origin 
and a scion of the Nanda family. It seems clear that he was 
born of the last Nanda’s queen Mura (probably a Kshattriya 
daughter of the Moria clan), but by a barber paramour. Hence 
the extreme unpopularity of the king for his base origin and 
his wickedness for having exterminated the Nanda dynasty. 
In fact Chandragupta was an illegitimate scion of the Nanda 
family and as he was of low origin, bis father being a barber, 
he preferred being called by his mother’s name. (In the Jones 
r&anuscript of the Vayu Purana at the India Office Library the 
Mauryas are called ‘Nanda sambhuta.') Hence his dynasty 
was named ‘Maurya.’ Though as a result of the palace revolu- 
tion Chandragupta became king, the throne was too hot for 
him and he had to flee away from the capital in company with 
Chanakya. The Buddhist and Jaina stories on Chandragupta 
and Chanakya learning a lesson from the conversation of a mother 
and her children depict the situation. The story runs thus : 
‘ At evening they (Chandragupta and Chapakya) reached a 
village, and going about in quest of food, they came to the hut 
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of a poor woman who had just prepared the supper for her 
children. One of them greedily put his finger right in the mid- 
dle of the dish and being burnt began to cry. The mother railed 
at him for being as big a fool as ChSpakya was. Hearing 
himself alluded to in such terms, Chanakya entered the house 
and asked the woman the meaning of what she had just said. 
The woman replied that the child had burnt his fingers because 
he would eat from the middle of the dish instead of from the 
outer part which was cool ; in a similar way Chanakya had 
been defeated because he had not secured the surrounding 
country before attacking the stronghold of the enemy ’ 

Chandragupta, in disguise, at this time saw Alexander 
and tried to induce him to invade Pataliputra. Alexander 
got offended and Chandragupta had to seek safety by a speedy 
flight. After Alexander’s retirement Chandragupta seems to 
have induced Philippos who seems to me to be ‘ Parvata ’ of the 
Mudra-Rakshasa, to help him. Chandragupta had then Philippos 
murdered in 324 B. C. and re-ascended the throne of Pataliputra 
after subduing his enemies. ‘ Malayaketu ’ in the Mudra- 
Rakshasa seems to refer to General Meleager or to Seleucus who 
might have remained with Philippos in India for some time. 
Mr. K. P. Jayaswal also identifies ‘ Malayaketu ’ with Seleucus. 
(Fide Ind. Ant., XLII, p. 265.) ‘Vairochaka’ in the same 
drama might refer to Poros II and ‘ Bhagurayana ’ as already 
stated to Bhagela. 

From all Jaina records we learn that after Jina Nirvftna 
Palaka’s dynasty ruled for 60 years and then the Nandas ruled 
for 156 years. Hemachandra’s sole figure of 155 years for the 
time after Jina Nirvana when Chandragupta became king evidently 
refers to the duration of the Nanda dynasty as given in all Jaina 
records. Merutunga in his Vicarasreni quotes the verse of Hema- 
chandra and dismisses it as contradicted by all other sources which 
place the same event sixty years later in 215 A. V. That 155 
years is an impossible figure for the period between Mahavira’s 
death and the death of the last Nanda also follows from the 
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inscription of Kharavela, the Jaina king of KaliAga, where it is 
stated that 300 years after Nandaraja is equivalent to 164 years 
after Raja Maurya (Chandragupta) . Thus the duration of th^ 
Nanda dynasty is one of 300 — 164 = 136 years. The reign 
period of kings from UdaySswa or the first Nanda or Asoka to the 
last Nanda according to the Puranas is 137 years (Udayana as 
king of the Vatsa country for 4 years, then 33 years as king of 
Pataliputra, plus 100 years for the total duration of kings from 
Nandivardhana to the last Nanda) . Due to an error of 16 years for 
causes already explained, this period is stated in Jaina works as 
155 years. The period between the first and the last Nanda 
being 136 or 137 years it is impossible that Mahavira died only 
18 years and that the Buddha died only 28 years before the first 
Nanda as supposed by some. 

That Udayana or Udayaswa was the first Asoka or king 
Nandin of the Buddhist and the first Nanda of the Jainas will be 
evident from the following : King Ajatasatru ascended the 
throne 8 years before Buddha’s death (501 B. C.) and reigned for 
27 years according to the Matsya Purana. Therefore he ruled 
from 509 to 482 B. C. His son IHarshaka or Darsaka, who was 
childless, ruled for 24 years till 458 B. C., when Harshaka’s 
brother-in-law Udayana ascended the throne of Pataliputra. Dr. 
Bhandarkar identifies Darsaka with Naga (probably Saisunaga) 
Dasaka who is represented in the Ceylonese Chronicles as the 
last king of Bimbisara’s line. The Ceylonese tradition is con- 
firmed by the following passage in Hiuen Tsang’s Si-Yu-Ki. 

“ To the south-west of the old Sangharama about 100 li 

is the Sangharama of Ti-lo-shi-kia. It was built by the last 
descendant of Bimbisara raja.” ‘The name of the second Sangha- 
rama was probably derived from that of Darsaka who is here 
represented as the last descendant of Bimbisara.’ (H. C. Roy- 
chowdhury, Pol. Hist, of Ancient India, 2nd ed., p. 130.) We 
know from Buddhist, Jaina, Puranic,* and other records that this 

* Sa vai pura-varam rdjd px^hivydm Kusumdhvayam | Ganydyd daksine kule caturth$*bdf 
kafUvati W—Vide also Pargiter, Dynasties of the Kali Age, p. 22. 
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king Udayana or 0-su-kia of Hiuen Tsang transferred the 
capital from Rajagriha to Pataliputra. We also know that the 
year 458 B. C. was exactly the epoch of the earlier Sri Harsha 
ei*a as stated by Alberuni. It seems Harshaka started building 
Pataliputra but could not finish it. As Harshaka had no sons 
his dominions passed on to Udayana who in memory of his 
brother-in-law Harshaka started the Sri Harsha era from the 
date of declaration of Pataliputra as a capital. It is stated in 
the Dipavaihsa that ‘ at the time of the Second Buddhist Council 
Asoka, the son of Siaunaga, was king : that prince ruled in the 
town of Pataliputra.’ ‘ Elsewhere Sisunaga is called the imme- 
diate predecessor of the Nandas.’ (Kern, Manual 0 / Buddhism, p. 
105.) We know that Udayana was not the son but the son-in- 
law of Ajatasatru. The Buddhist Jataka similarly mis-states 
Sita as the daughter in place of daughter-in-law of Dasaratha. 
Taranatha mentions that the Second Buddhist Council was held 
under the patronage of king Nandin. In one Buddhist Chronicle 
we are told that king Nandin ascended the throne 88 years after 
the Buddha’s Nirvana, i.e., in 546 —88 = 458 B. C. ‘Before 
adducing other testimonies we cannot help observing that the date 
assigned to the second Council (100 years after the Buddha’s Pari- 
nirvana) is impossible, unless the heroes of the tale are purely 
fictitious. A century after the Parinirvapa, Sarvakamin would 

have been at least 140 years of age ; and so, too, the other 

Theras. A chronology leading to such monstrous results con- 
demns itself.’ (Kern, Manual of Buddhism, p. 105.) The 
Mahavamsa states the name of the king at the time of the Second 
Council as Kala-Asoka. Therein it is stated that the end of the 
11th year of Kala-Asoka’s reign was the 100th year after 
the Buddha’s Nirvana, i.e., 546—99 = 447 B. C. which is also 11 
years after 458 B. C. — the date of Udaya’s accession in Patali- 
putra. Hiuen Tsang also states that 100 years after the Nirvana 
of Tathagata there was a king called 0-su-kia who changed the 
capital from Eajagriha to Pataliputra and built an outside ram- 
part to surround the city. Hence, from the above we find very 
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clearly that Udayaswa, the first Asoka or Nandin are one and the 
same king. 

From the Buddhist tradition that Sisunaga was the imme- 
diate predecessor of the Nandas we see that Udaya was meant by 
them to be the first Kanda whose successor was Nandivardhana. 
We have already seen that the accession of Nandin is placed in the 
Buddhist charonicle 88 years after the Nirvana of the Buddha, 
Le., in C., the date of Udaya’s accession in Pataliputra, 

in ther-'tiivopiy founded capital, which happened in the 
fourth year of his reign as king of the Vatsa country. Therefore 
Udaya or the first Nanda ascended the throne of the Vatsa 
country in 462 B. C. That this is correct will be evident from 
Mr. Jayaswal’s reading of the Udaigiri or Hathigumpha inscrip- 
tion of Kharavela, the Jaina king of Kalinga. Prom this we 
learn that Kharavela flourished 164 years after Chandragupta the 
Maurya and 300 years after Nandaraja. We have already seen 
that Chandragupta ascended the throne in 326 B. C. Therefore 
Kharavela flourished in 326 — 164= 162 B. C. and as this was 
300 years after Nandaraja, Nandaraja ascended the throne in 
300+162 = 462 B. C. Hence we see that the Harsha era is 
identical with the Nanda era which was abolished by the orders 
of Chaulukya Vikrama VI about the 11th century A. D. (vide 
Fleet and Leumann on the Chaulukya Vikrama Era — Indian 
Antiquary, Vols. VIII and XII). Dr. R. C. Majumdar also sus- 
pected that the earlier Sri Harsha Era mentioned by Alberuni 
perhaps refers to the Nanda Kala of the Hathigumpha inscription 
of Kharavela. {Vide J. B. 0. R. S. 1923, p. 418. ‘A Passage 
in Alberuni’s India — A Nanda Era ? ’) 

One of the large Patna statues in the Indian Museum of 
Calcutta has been identified by Mr. Jayaswal as that of Udaya 
who built Pataliputra. Dr. R. C. Majumdar reads the figures 
for 40 and 4, i.e., 44 in the inscription on the statue. Referring 
this to the date of Buddha’s death, we get 501-43 = 458 
B. C., the well-known date of Udaya’s accession in Pataliputra. 
Hence Mr. Jayaswal’ s identification seems correct. 
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In the inscription on the Parkham statue Mr. Jayaswal 
has read the name of king Ajatasatru and the figures for 4, 20, 
10 and 8,' and taking these to mean the reign period of Ajata- 
satru, he takes these to mean 4-1-20-1-10 = 34 years and 8 
months. But this does not seem to be correct. The correct 
period seems to be 4-1-20 = 24 years, 10 months and 8 days 
or practically 25 years. If 34 was intended, the scribe should 
have written the symbols for 4 and 30 or the figures might have 
been written in the order 4, 10, 20. We know that the reign 
period of Ajatasatru as given by all the Puranas except the 
Mataya (which gives 27 years) is one of 26 years. 

It has been admitted by all European savants that there 
is an error of more than 60 years ini the Sinhalese Chronology. 
It will now be seen that the real discrepancy is one of 45 years 
with the Sinhalese, the period between the Nirvapa and the 
Parinirvana, By placing the Parinirvana in 483 B.O. (about), 
in place of 501 B.C., i.e., 18 years later, the European savants 
made the discrepancy more than 60 years, i.e., 45-1-18 = 63 
years. ‘ The preference to the Sinhalese account is, from a 
critical stand-point, the less intelligible, because ever since 
Tumour advocated the claims of the Sinhalese Chronology, it 
has been admitted on all hands that it contains an error of more 
than 60 years. That error has been palliated by the guess that 
such an error has sprung up after the period of Asoka. But a 
system which contains such a blunder or wilful misstatement at a 
later period is a fortiori suspicious for more ancient times.’ 
(Kern, Manual of Buddhism, p. 108 If.) Kern’s suspicions will 
now be found to be true from the following. 

According to the Ceylonese chroniclers the period between the 
accession of Ajatasatru and that of Kandivardhana (the successor 
of Kala-Asoka according to them) is 127 years. This period is 
in error by 45 years (the period between NirvAija and Pari- 
nirvana). Therefore the true period is 82 years. This is exactly 
the period between the accession of Ajatasatru and that of 
Nandivardhana, according to the Puranas (Ajatasatru — 26 years, 
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Harshaka — 24 years and Udayaswa — 33 years). Now Ajftta- 
satru ascended the throne 8 years before Buddha’s death (601 
B.O.). Therefore he ascended the throne in 509 B.C. Subtract- 
ing 82 years from this we come to 427 B.C. for the year of 
Nandivardhana’s accession according to the Vayu Purana. We 
get 426 B.C., according to the Matsya Purana, a difference only 
of one year. Then the Nandas from Nandivardhana to the last 
Nanda ruled for 100 years, i.e., up to 427 — 100 = 327 B.C. 
The next year, i.e., in 326 B.C., Chandragupta Maurya ascended 
the throne for the first time. Vincent Smith in his Early 
History of India (4:th. edition) doubted if 325 B.C. may not be 
the date of Chandragupta’s accession. 

In placing Mahavira’s death even 10 years after the Buddha’s 
death, Jarl Oharpentier and others discard Buddhist and Jaina 
tradition altogether. In a very significant passage in the 
Majjhima Nikaya (the Samagama Sutta) it is stated that the 
Buddha, while he was staying at Samagama in the Sakya country, 
heard the news of the death of Niggantha Nataputra {i.e., 
Mahavira) which occurred at Pava. Similar statements are also 
found in the Digha Nikaya. Just after Mahavira’s death quarrels 
ensued amongst his disciples, and the Buddha was asked by 
his disciples if similar things would also happen after him, etc. 
Again on the twentieth year of the Buddha’s Nirvana (enlighten- 
ment) there happened a remarkable change in the management 
of the domestic affairs of Gautama Buddha. This seems to have 
been necessitated by the lesson from Mahavira’s death which 
occurred shortly before (528 B.C.), i.e., in the 19th year of 
Buddha’s enlightenment (546 B.C.). 

That the year 546 B.C. was the year of the Buddha’s Nirvana 
also follows from the statement of Briddha Garga as quoted by 
Varaha Mihira in his Brihat Samhita. There it is stated 
that 2556 years before the Saka Kala, king Yudhishthira 
ruled the earth. The words ‘ Shaddvikapanchadviyutah Saka 
kdlas ’ was rendered by Bhattotpala (A. D. 966) and by 
Kalhana (1148 A. D.), both of Kashmir, as 2626 years 
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{Shad — six, dvika — two, pancha — five and dvi — two) before 
the Saka Kala of A.D. 78. Kalhana thus found that the 
Mahabharata war happened in 2626 --77 = 2449 B.C., i.e., 
3102—2449 = 653 years after the epoch of the Kali Yuga era 
and began to vaunt about this in his Raja Tarangipi. The true 
meaning of Briddha Garga’s statement is, Shad (six) dvikapancha 
(two fives — 56) and dvi (two), i.e., 2556 years before the Saka 
Kala which is nothing but the Sakya Kala, the era of Sakya 
Muni or the Buddha, as long ago suspected by me in ‘ The Hindu 
Nakshatras ’ {Journal of the Department of Science, Calcutta 
University, Vol. VI, 1924, p. 44). It gets support from the 
following : ‘ And the ultimate basis of them is to be found in 
my opinion in the point that in early times, alongside of the 
words Saka, Sdka, as a tribal name, there were in use the forms 
Saka, Saka=Sakka, Sakka, corruptions of Sakya, a Buddhist.’ 
(Dr. Fleet, The Date of Kanishka, J. R. A. S., 1913, p. 994). 
Moreover, in his Gargi Samhita, Garga mentions Salisuka (200 
B.C.), the fourth successor of Asoka by name and also of 
the later Yavana invasion (by Demetrios) during Pushyamitra’s 
rule. {Vide discussion on this in V. Smith’s E. H. I., 4th ed , 
pp. 228-29.) From Mr. Jayaswal’s ‘ Historical Data in the 
Garga Samhita and the Brahmana Empire.’ (J.B.O.R.S., Vol. 
XIV, 1928, pp. 397-421) we learn that the date of the composi- 
tion of the Garga Samhita was about 58 B.C. Kern long ago 
arrived at the same date of the book. Briddha (the elder) Garga 
thus flourished long before the birth of Christ and his statement 
quoted by Varaha on the Saka Kala cannot refer to the Saka era 
of 78 A.D. Dr. Finot in his article in the B. B. F. E. 0., Vol. 
XVII, 1917, points out that in the 13th century the Thai 
immigrants from Burma brought with them in Indo-China 
the Buddha era of 544 B.C. known as the Buddha Saka 
Kala. The date of Buddha’s Nirvana is 546 B.C. Adding 
to this 2556 years, we get exactly 546-1-2556 = 3102 B.C., 
the well known epoch of the Kali Yuga era or that of the 
Mahabharata war. 
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Now we come to the dates of Asoka’s reign which are inti- 
mately connected with the date of the Buddha’s death. We have 
already found Asoka’s accession to have taken place 224 years 
after Buddha’s death, i.e., in 501 — 224 = 277 B.C. As Asoka’s 
accession was peaceful there seems no reason to suppose that his 
coronation took place some four years later. The statement in 
some Buddhist books which makes his coronation and accession 
the same seems to be the correct one. The idea of Asoka’s 
coronation four years after his accession might have arisen from 
the fact that Udayaswa or the first Asoka reigned for four years 
in the Vatsa country before he ascended the throne of Pataliputra. 
This first Asoka reigned for 4 plus 33 or 37 years, exactly the 
same period as that of Asoka the Maurya. We have already 
found that Chandragupta the Maurya ascended the throne for 
the first time in 326 B.C. Chandragupta and Bindusara ruled for 
25 and 24 years. Therefore they ruled up to 326— 25-- 24 = 277 
B.C., when Asoka ascended the throne. The statement that 
Asoka had a hundred brothers and he slew all of them 
with the exception of one seems to refer to his nume- 
rous brethren whom he slew during the Kalinga war and the one 
that was left was his own brother Mahendra. According to the 
oldest chronicles the history of the brothers happened in the 7 th 
year of his reign. Therefore the Kalinga war began in 270 
B.C. Now in Rock Edict XIII it is stated that Kalinga was 
conquered when Asoka had been anointed eight years, i.e., in 
268 B.C. The great remorse after the havoc of the Kalinga war 
was more than sufficient to convert Asoka along with Mahendra and 
other members of his family shortly after. Burmese Chronological 
Tables translated in Crawford’s Embassy make Mahendra be- 
come a priest and Sanghamitra a priestess ten years after Asoka’s 
accession. In Rock Edict VIII Asoka says that be repaired to the 
Buddhist fold (ayaya Sambodhim) when he had been anointed ten 
years. Thus Asoka, Mahendra and Sanghamitra’s conversion 
took place in 266 B. C. [ = 234 A(nno) B(uddha)]. We 
know that in 236 A.B., i.e., two years later, Mahendra proceeded 
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to Ceylon. Hence the statement that Mahendra proceeded to 
Ceylon ^fter he had been twelve years a priest is in error by ten 
years ahd should be two years. It was after twelve years of 
Asoka’s accession or coronation when Mahendra proceeded to 
Ceylon. Thus this happened in 224+12 = 236 A.B. ( = 264 
B.C.). This tallies exactly with the prophecy of Buddha, just 
before his final extinction, that 236 years later, a man, Mahendra 
by name, would reveal the faith in Ceylon. We also know that 
immediately after the Assembly at Pataliputra under the 
patronage of Asoka, which was held that very year — 236 years 
after the Parinirvana — Mahendra undertook the glorious task of 
converting the island of Ceylon. We also know from the Buddhist 
tradition that, at the conclusion of this Council, missionaries 
were sent to Greece and other foreign countries. (Vide 
Bigandet, The Life of Gaudama, Vol. II, pp. 140-41.) Now from 
Eock Edicts II and XIII we know that Asoka sent missionaries 
to foreign lands when he had been consecrated twelve years. As 
this occurred in 236 A.B. ( = 264 B.C.), it shows clearly that 
Asoka’s coronation (or accession) took place in 236—12 = 224 
A.B., and not in 214 A.B. 

The reference to an exact date in the reign of Asoka is to 
be found in Hiuen Tsang’s Records. (Vide Beal, Buddhist 
Records, Vol. II, pp. 89-90.) It is stated that king Asoka 
erected numerous stupas all over India and desired that the relics 
of the Buddha should be deposited in every stupa at the 
same moment exactly and communicated his wish to his 
preceptor Upagupta. The Arhat Upagupta replied ‘Command 
the genii 1o go each to his appointed place and regard the 
sun. When the sun becomes obscured and its shape as if a 
hand covered it, then is the time ; drop the relics into the stupas. 

Meantime the king, Asoka, watching the sun’s disc, waited 

for the sign ; then at noon (or the day) the Arhat, by his spiri- 
tual power, stretched forth his hand and concealed the sun.’ 

‘ the gods having been ordered to deposit their relics at the 

ijaoment the hand was seen darkening the sun.’ (Watters^ Yuan 
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Chwang, Vol. II, p. 91.) This is a clear reference to a solar 
eclipse during Asoka’s reign. This eclipse has been identified by 
Th. Fazy in the Journal Asiatique for 1930 and a short 
summary of his result is to be found in Mr. Jayaswal’s ‘An 
Exact Date in the Reign of Asoka’ (J.B.O.R.S., Vol. XVII, 
p. 400). This was the total solar eclipse of May 4, 249 B.C. 
(astronomical year — 248) . The total phase was observed from 
Northern Punjab and Kashmir in India. This eclipse began at 
9 minutes past 3 o’clock in the afternoon in Asoka’s capital 
Pataliputra and the middle of the eclipse occurred at 4-25 p.m. 
when more than fths (9‘4 digits) of the sun’s disc (>=12 
digits) was obscured. Mr. B. J. Thomas of the Cambridge 
University very kindly informs me that in the Journal Asiatique 
of 1932 (April-June) D. Sidersky has written an article on the 
same subject wherein he is stated to have remarked ‘that more 
exact calculations show that this eclipse of May 4, 249 B.C. 
was total in Persia and not in India, where it was only 8 digits’ 
and hence he draws the inference that this eclipse can have had 
no connection with the one in the time of Asoka as related in 
Hiuen Tsang. Sidersky, however, intends to identify this eclipse 
with the one of June 15, 242 B.C., which, curiously, he 
admits was not total in India (96 per cent, at Baroda). But 
I have just shown that the eclipse of 249 B.C. was total 
in North Western India and the greatest obscuration in 
Patna was 9 '4 digits (calculated from elements given by 
Oppolzer, Schram, Neugebauer and Schoch). Hence Sidersky 
does not seem to be right in saying that this eclipse was not 
total in India and that it was only 8 digits there. Moreover, 
on calculation I find that the eclipse of 242 B.C. was also 
not observed as total by Asoka from his capital where it was 
obscured to the same extent as the one of 249 B.C. From 
Hiuen Tsang’ s language (‘ and its shape as if a hand covered 
it ’) it does not follow that the sun was totally obscured as seen 
by Asoka. Hence Sidersky’s arguments for not accepting the 
eclipse of 249 B.C. do not seem valid. Now this depositing of 
3 
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the relics of Buddha in stupas was clearly the occasion of 
setting up of Pillars of Dhamma (‘Dhamma Thambhas’ in Pillar 
Edict VII) when Asoka had been anointed 27 years. 27 years 
after Asoka ’s coronation as depicted in Pillar Edict VII is, 
therefore, equivalent to 249 B.C. Now in several inscriptions 
of Asoka, the importance of the Nakshatras Tishya and Punar- 
vasu is to be found. The importance of these Nakshatras lies in 
the fact that Sree Krishna’s coronation — ‘ Pushyahhisheka' 
took place on the full-moon day of Pausha and the coronation 
ceremonies of several Hindu kings take place on this occasion. 
In 277 B.C. full-moon in Pausha occurred on the 20th December. 
Purnimd ended on this day at midnight (12 p.m. Ujjaini Civil 
Time) . The Nakshatra Punarvasu continued till quarter to ten 
in the night of Dec. 20, 277 B.C., after which the moon entered 
the Nakshatra Tishya or Pushya. Asoka’s coronation ceremony 
then occurred about 10 o’clock in the night of December 20, 
277 B.C. The importance of Tishya and Punarvasu in Asoka’s 
inscriptions is now evident. By January 249 B.C., 27 years 
after Asoka’s coronation had elapsed. This again shows that 
Asoka’s accession and coronation are identical. Otherwise, it 
has to be assumed that his accession took place in 277-1-4 = 
281 B.C. when Antiochos Soter (280-262 B.C.) with whom 
Asoka’s father Bindusara had friendly intercourse had not even 
ascended the throne. 

We know from the Tibetan tradition that Asoka visited 
Khotan in 260 and 254 A.B. As Asoka’s accession took place 
in 224 A.B. we see that 254 A.B. was 30 years of Asoka’s 
reign, when we know his queen Asandhimitta died. These 
Khotan traditions show that Asoka’s accession cannot have taken 
place in 214 A.B., for in that case it has to be assumed that 
Asoka reigned for more than 254—214=40 years against the 
unanimous testimony of all Puranic and Buddhist accounts that 
he reigned for 36 or 37 years. Hence Asoka’s entrance into the 
Samgha, as a monk, must have taken place 30 years after his 
accession^ in 264 A.B,, on the death of his queen. He could not 
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have entered the Samgha earlier, as we know, a married man can 
never enter the Samgha. Asoka’s statement in the Minor Eock 
Edicts to the effect that ‘ It is more than two years and a half 
that I am hearer of the law, and did not exert myself strenuously. 
But it is a year and more that I have entered the Samgha (the 
community of ascetics) and that I have exerted myself strenu- 
ously,’ will now be understood very clearly. Hence follows that 
Asoka was writing these inscriptions 32 years after his accession 
i.e., in 224-1-32=256 A.B. And curiously we find these 
inscriptions dated exactly 256 years, evidently after the death 
of Buddha. Dr. Bhandarkar’s translation runs thus ‘ and this 
discourse has been caused to be heard when there had elapsed 
256 (years).’ {Vide also Dr. Bhandarkar’s Sahasram-Rupnath- 
Brahmagiri-Maski Edicts of Asoka reconsidered,’ — Annals of the 
Bhandarkar Oriental Research Institute, Vol. X, pp. 246-268.) 
In the first Bairat Rock inscription only the symbols for 50 and 
6 in big types are found below. (Vide plate, Cunningham’s 
Corpus, Vol. I). The symbol of 200 have clearly been worn out. 
This is again a clear confirmation that the figures 256 refer to a 
date. ‘ We believe also that the figures 256, notwithstanding all 
objections, are really intended as a date of the Lord s Pari- 
nirvapa.’ (Kern, Manual of Buddhism, p. 115.) Drs. 
Fleet and Buhler also held the same view. It seems to 
me that the phrase in the Sahasram Edict ‘ duve sapam- 
xalatisata ’ means ‘ duve ’ (two) ‘ sapamnala ’ (having or 
vith fifty-six) ‘atisata’ (=atisayitd— having exceeded or elapsed), 
.e., two hundred and fifty-six having elapsed, or atisatd= 
itigatd = atikdta = atikranta. Dr. D. R. Bhandarkar of the 
Calcutta University kindly suggested to me that ‘ duve sapam- 
ndldtisata ’ might originally have been duve sapamndsatisatd, 
i.e>, sapamndsO’ ('= shatpanchdsad) ati (—adhika) duve ( = dvi) 
said ( = sata). We know that Asoka remarried 4 or 3 years after 
the death of his first queen. This again shows that Asoka’s 
accession cannot have taken place in 214 A.B. As in that case, 
his reign period becomes 260-214 = 46 years or more. The 
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date of the Minor Book Edicts is, therefore, 501— 256 “245 
B.C. We also notice that the Parinirva^a year 256 is equivalent 
to the Nilvana year 256+45 = 301. This being the first year of 
the fourth century after the Buddha’s Nirvana, Asoka took a legi- 
timate pride for this year having fallen during his reign and thus 
immortalised this in several of his inscriptions. We know from 
the Puranas that Asoka ruled for 36 years (37 years according to 
the Buddhist Chronicles) and then died. It may be that he 
ruled for 36 years and some months more and thus there is no 
difference in the statements. Therefore Asoka ruled up to 261 A.B. 
( = 240 B.C.). Asoka’s successors then ruled for 51 years more till 
240 — 51=189 B.C. when Pushyamitra the Sunga ascended 
the throne. The Sungas ruled for 112 years, i.e., till 189 — 112“ 
77 B.C., when the Andhrabhrityas succeeded them. 

That 273 B.C. is the latest possible date of Asoka’s corona- 
tion follows from Asoka’s mention of five foreign kings. The 
second Rock Edict of Asoka mentions Antiochos and the 13th 
Rock Edict mentions Antiochos and besides this the four other 
kings Ptolemy, Antigonas, Magas and Alexander. Now we 
know that Antiochos Soter was the son of Seleucus who was 
defeated by Chandragupta and made peace with him. There 
was friendly intercourse between Antiochos Soter (280-262 B.C.) 
and Asoka’s father Bindusara. Moreover, the four kings men- 
tioned besides Antiochos, seem to have belonged to the ‘quadruple 
alliance (311 B.C.) of which Seleucus was the subordinate con- 
federate and ■ local representative during his Indian expedition', 
and of the eastern rights and titles of which Antiochos Soter 
became the apparent heritor.’ (Prinsep, Indian Antiquities, Vol. 
II, p. 29.) Hence Antiochos mentioned in Asoka’s inscription 
must have been Antiochos Soter who died in 262 B.C. and the 
other four kings are Alexander of Epirus (273-260 B.C.), Magas, 
king of Cyrene (308-258 B.C.), step-son of Ptolemy I Soter who 
married Antiochos Soter’ s daughter and entered into an alliance 
with Antiochos Soter against Ptolemy II Philadelphus, Ptolemy II 
Philadelphus (309-247 B.C.) and Antigonas Gonatas (283-242 
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B.C.')- Ptolemy II Philadelphus was the founder of the 
Alexandrian Library and his librarian was anxious to translate 
books of the Hindus. These kings must have been living when 
Asoka sent missionaries to their lands. Now the Rock Edicts of 
Asoka were promulgated when Asoka had been consecrated twelve 
years. As Antiochos Soter died in 262 B.C. the latest possible 
date of the Rock Edicts is 262+11 = 273 B.C. As Asoka’ s 
accession is assumed in some chronicles to have taken place 4 
years before his coronation and as this latter event is stated in 
Buddhaghosa to have taken place 228 years after the Buddha’s 
death, the Buddha died in 273 + 228 = 501 B.C. 

Vincent Smith lately assumed 543 B.C. to be the date 
of the Buddha’s death. (E. H. I., 4th ed., p. 50.) That this 
date cannot be true will be evident from this that the accession 
of Asoka is placed in the Buddhist chronicles in 224 A. B. 
at the latest. Thus this date becomes 543 — 224=319 B.C. 
which falls during the reign of Chandragupta, shortly after 
Alexander the Great. Hence the impossibility of 543 B.C. to 
be the date of the Buddha’s death. 

We thus see that the First Buddhist Council was held imme- 
diately after the Buddha’s death, i.e., some time about 500 B.C. 
The Second Buddhist Council was held 100 years after the Buddha’s 
Nirvana, or 55 years after the Buddha’s Parinirvana in 446 B.C. 
The Third Buddhist Council should have been held 200 years 
after the Buddha’s Nirvana, i.e., in 346 B.C. But perhaps owing 
tb the fact that the pro-Hindu and Jaina Nanda kings were ruling 
about this time, it could not be held then. This Third Council 
was held during Asoka’s reign in 236 A B., i.e., in 265 B.C., 
i.e., 19 years earlier than the third centenary after the Buddha’s 
Nirvapa when another council should have been held. We see 
that in 236 A. B., twelve years of Asoka’s reign had elapsed 
when the Fourteen Rock Edicts were promulgated. The third 
century after the Buddha’s Nirvana was the 256th year after his 
Parinirvana and we find Asoka immortalising this date in his 
Minor Rock Edicts. The Fourth Buddhist Council should have 
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been held 400 years after the Buddha’s Nirvana, i.e., in 146 B.C. 
But as the Sungas who were strongly Hindus were ruling 
about this time, perhaps this council could not be held then. 
This Fourth Council was held afterwards during the reign of 
Kaniska, 
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EABLY CHKONOLOGICAL TABLE. 


Birth of Gautama 

Gautama leaves Kapilavastu 

Gautama enters into solitude 

Gautama's attainment of Buddhahood 
or Nirvana 

Nirvana or death of Mahavira 
Parinirvana or death of Buddha 

Accession of Udayana at Fatal iputra ... 
Second Buddhist Council 
Last Nanda overthrown 
Chandragupta the Maurya, Ist acces- 
sion 

Chandragupta the Maurya re-acces- 
sion 

Asoka’s accession 
Kalinga conquered 
Asoka’s conversion to Buddhism 
Third Buddhist Council ... 

Mahendra's Mission to Ceylon 
The Fourteen Rock Edicts issued 
Asoka's Mission to foreign lands 
Asoka places Buddha's relics in 
Dhamma Thupas 
I'lllar Edict VII 
Queen Asandhimitta dies ... 

Sahasram and other Minor Rock 
Edicts issued 
Asoka dies 

Pushyamitra's accession ... 
Kharavela's thirteenth year 


Friday, the 30th March (Vaisdkhi 
'purnimd), 581 B.C. 

Midnight of 17th June (Aaddhi 
purnimd), 553 B.C. 

Monday, the 18th June (A§ddhi 
purnimd), 553 B.C. 

Wednesday the 3rd April {V aisdkhi 
purnirnd), 546 B.C. 

528 B.C. 

Tuesday, the 15th April {Vaisdkhi 
purnimd), 501 B.C. 

458 B.C. 

446 B.C 
327 B.C. 

326 B.C. 

324 B.C. 

About 10 p.M.,Dec. 20, 277 B.C. 
268 B.C. 

266 B.C. (=234 A.B.) 

264 B.C. (=236 A.B.) 

264 B.C. (=236 A.B.) 

264 B.C. ( = 236 A.B.) 

264 B.C. ( = 236 A.B.) 

May 4, 249 B.C. 

249 B.C. 

247 B.C. 

245 B.C. ( = 256 A.B.) 

240 B.C. 

189 B.C. 

162 B.C. ( = 300 years after Nand 
Raja). 




A MUNDA COLONY IN BENGAL— THE 
COMPACT MUNDAS 

By 

Minendbanath Basu, B,Sc. 

Ethnological Seminar, Calcutta University. 

The Compact Mundas are a class of people who live in 
some parts of Bengal. Probably they came in Bengal as 
Mundas during the indigo-planting time and settled there, and 
hence they are known as the Compact Mundas. They are 
found mainly in Jessore, Khulna, Faridpur and Nadia. 

The Compact Mundas lead a very simple life. They work 
as day-labourers. They are looked down upon by the Hindus 
and the Muhammadans as a low class people, and in some 
places, like Bhowkhali, Pakirdanga, G-hritakhandi, etc., they 
are called the Buna. 

The Compact Mundas are divided into a number of exoga- 
mous groups called gotras. Marriage within the gotras is strict- 
ly prohibited. 

Early marriage is the rule of the society.^ Girls above the 
age of 4 and below 8 are considered highly fit for marriage. 
The age of the boys varies from 10 to 16. Noses and ears 
of the girls are punctured through to bear ornaments which 
are generally made of silver. Anklets, nose-rings and earrings 
are generally worn. The girls take special interest in deco- 
rating their hair-knots with porcupine pins, which are also 


1 


S. C, Boy, The Mundas and their Country, p. 486, 1912, 
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used by the Bunas.* Iron bracelet is the mark of marriage 
presented by the eldest female of the husband's house. Amulets 
of brass strung together make the most pleasing necklace. Wed- 
ding-ring is generally made of conch worn by both the bride and 
the groom. 

Maniage negetiatioii ia conducted by the chief or the head- 
man of the community, father, elder brother and the sister’s 
husband of the bridegroom. There is no professional match- 
maker. One member of the community acts as the middleman. 
The father of the bride gets 30 to 50 rupees as bride-price. 

There is no fixed time for the betrothal. At any con- 
venient time aiter the settlement of the marriage, the bride- 
groom’s father or an elderly member of the house goes to the 
house ol the bride and fixes the date oJ the marriage. Then on 
the fixed day the hrid^room's party matches to the house of 
the bride and gives a feast for two auoeeasiive days the friends, 
relatives and oo-villagers of the bride. When the bridegroom’s 
party returns home with the bride, it is customary for the 
elder sister or the grandmother to accompany them and stay 
for a short period (i.e„ 3 days) in the bridegroom’s house and go 
back with the couple. The bride seldom returns to the groom’s 
house before she attains puberty. 

The community has its own priest and the priest performs 
the ceremony. 

The bridegoes round the bridegroom in the arm of an elderly 
person for seven times and is made to change flower-garlands 
with the bridegroom. The bridegroom generally wears a red- 
bordered cloth and a yellow-bordered scarf, while she dresses 
herself in a red^loured saree veiling herself completely.* 
The pair has got to bow down to the priest first and then to 
the chief of the community of each party. After this the couple 
is conducted inside the hut where they are fed together by the 


* M. N. Basu, Banas of Bengal (unpublished data). 
9 4 Bindu iuAuenceu 
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hand of an elderly wocoan, espeoiaUy the grandmother, and the 
weunenfciitk cut jokes with them. Next follows the feas^ ol 
wino and drinking by both the sexes at the cost of the bride* 
groom’s party. The rest ol the night passes in revelry of dancing 
by the females in company and in harmony with a small drum* 
like instrument called Madol. The feast, drinking and dancing 
continue for two long days, during which the bridegroom’s party 
remains at the bride’s house. 

Sometimes according to necessity, and when the father-in- 
law has only one daughter, the bridegroom settles in his family 
as a domiciled son-in-law. 

The day following the marriage night is characterised as 
the day of celebration of a bathing ceremony, in which both the 
bride and the groom are rubbed with turmeric-paste and washed 
by the female relatives and they are decently dressed in the 
fashionable way. 

In case of widow remarriage the above-mentioned ceremonies 
are absent.^ The bridegroom goes with some of his relatives 
and friends to the bride’s house and the party is feasted and the 
bride is taken home by the bridegroom. There is another sort 
of marriage in which a widow lives as the wife of a person of 
her selection, and ini such a case no sanction is necessary. The 
practice of junior levirate, or the custom of marrying the deceas- 
ed husband’s younger brother, is in vogue. 

Love marriages are not uncommon among them. If any 
objections are raised the girl is often induced by the lover to 
elope with him. 

Polygamy is the rule. A man can marry as many wives as 
he can maintain, but if he marries two sisters then he must 
marry the elder one first. 

Divorce is possible only in the case of extreme adultery and 
barrenness of the woman. 


^ 0, Boy, The Mundas and their Coimtiy, p. 466. 
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When a married girl attains puberty and is left alone and 
the husband is unheard of, or takes no notice of the wife 
for over a year, or is unable to maintain her, she is then consi- 
dered as an abandoned wife, and she becomes free to marry again 
with the sanction of the chief of the community. The Bunas of 
Bengal also observe this rjte,^ 


M. N. Basu^ Bunas of Bengal (unpublished data). 



A NOTE ON THE KOM PEOPLE OF 
MANIPUR 

BY 

Parbsh Chandra Das Gupta, B.A. 

Ethnological Seminar, Calcutta University. 

1 cannot but begin with a contradiction. Lt.-Col. Shakes- 
peare committed a great mistake in speaking of the Chiru and 
the Kom together. He grouped both the above tribes under the 
general heading of the “Old Kuki Clans,’’ along with some 
others such as the Purum, the Chowthe and the Vaiphei. 
With this classification in mind he proceeded to find out the cul- 
tural similarities among these allied tribes. But in doing so he 
committed the mistake of not observing the great differences, 
both cultural and ethnic, between the Kom and the Chiru. The 
physical features of the Kom people and their differences with 
those of the Chiru, I propose to discuss in a separate paper. In 
the present article I shall write only about the bachelor’s house, 
and some customs and practices in connection with that. It may 
be mentioned here that the presence or absence of the bachelor’s 
house is regarded to be of great anthropological importance, 
especially in determining the cultural and ethnic relations of a 
people. Before I proceed any further I should quote a full 
passage from Lt.-Col. Shakespeare’s book “ The Lushei Kuki 
Clans ’’ (1912). The author writes : — 

“ The Chiru, Kom, and Tikhup still build zwalbaks. No 
woman is allowed to enter these buildings, which beside=! 
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being the dormitories of the unmarried men are used for drink- 
ing bouts. They are externally very like those built by the 
Lushei, but have several fire-places, evidently used for cook- 
ing and the general hearth in the centre is absent.” 

I cannot, for the sake of truth, agree with the author of 
the above passage. My information, based strictly on my per- 
sonal observations of the customs and practices of the Kom and 
the Chiru tribes in their own villages, are quite at variance with 
what the learned author says. In connection with my anthro- 
pological research work I have visited the Kom and the 
Chiru villages of Manipur, situated near Bishnupur. On a 
hillock, just in front of the Bishnupur Dak Bungalow there is a 
Chiru villages called Nungshei. Many a time I went to^the 
village and had been much intimate with the inhabitants 
thereof. My observations regarding the Chiru people of 
Nungshei are in complete agreement with those of Shakespeare. 
There is on one side of the village a large house called the “ Zwal- 
buk ” or the bachelor’s house. In the local tongue it is called 
“Kangshin,” The “ Kangshin” can easily be distinguished 
from all other houses of the village, by its very construction. 
The bachelor’s house is about 4 or 5 times bigger than an ordi- 
nary house and is erected on a raised platform, while other 
houses of the village are built just on the ground and scarcely 
on even a clay plinth, as is the custom among the neighbouring 
Kabuis. The most distinctive feature of the Kangshin of Nuiig- 
shei is a large wooden post carved into a female figure. It is 
the image of the goddess Thongnung. The Kabuis of 
the neighbouring village seem to follow a reverse custom. 
They build their houses on a high clay plinth, and the 
bachelor’s house, situated in the middle of the village, 
just on the ground. However, the Kangshin of the 
Chiru is a well-built commodious house, used as a dormitory 
for the unmarried youngmen of the village. All the bachelors 
sleep in the Kangshin, for even before they have attained puberty 
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they are separated from their sisters, and have to keep aloof from 
them, and hence are required to sleep in the dormitory. (There 
is no brother-sister avoidance of the Melanesian type.) 
The above shows that incest-dread is at the origin of such a 
custom of the bachelor’s house. However the bachelors assem- 
ble every now and then in the bachelor’s house which is not 
merely a sleeping place, but is also a club-house. The bache- 
lors, as is natural, make merriments in this house. But the 
Kangshin is strictly tabooed to the other sex. The women of 
the village, married or unmarried, must on no occasion enter 
the bachelor’s house ; they are prohibited from touching its walls 
or from peeping into it from a distance, for that will be consider- 
ed as a breach of tabu. This tabu, which is a good example of 
sex-dichotomy, has maintained the sanctity of the bachelor’s 
house to a great extent, because no man can take his lady-love to 
the Kangshin. 

In connection with the bachelor’s house one important custom 
of the Chiru need be mentioned. The bachelor’s house for some 
months of the year is ‘genne.’ At this time no bachelor will 
go and sleep into the Kangshin. When I visited the Nungshei 
village for the last time in the month of October (24th Oct., 1934) 
the Kangshin was ‘genne’ ; no youngman slept into it and the 
whole spot was entirely deserted. On enquiry I came to know 
that the ‘ genne ’ had been on for over two months, and a 
few days after ray visit worship of the village-deity was 
to be held at the stone altar in front of the Kangshin after which 
the tabu would cease. During this period of ‘genne’ the Chiru 
bachelors used to sleep in their own paternal houses and always 
in the outermost room or the verandah of the house. On my 
visit to a Kabui village, in the vicinity, I marked a similar prac- 
tice which was but a temporary adjustment of the social customs 
to an emergency, and not due to any tabu or genne occur- 
ring regularly at a certain period. When I went to the Kabui 
village the bachelor’s house of the village was broken and a new 
construction was indispensable to make it habitable. On enquiry 
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I'Was informed that theKabui followed entirely the Chiru prac- 
tice. According to their custom all the bachelor’s of the village 
above 10 years of age sleep in the bachelor’s dormitory because 
the brothers must not sleep under the same roof with the sisters. 
This is the general rule in the whole area. But in an emergency 
when the bachelor’s house had to be reconstructed it was interest- 
ing to note how the people modified their normal habit. The 
bachelors of the village for the time being slept in their own 
paternal houses, under the same roof with their sisters, but 
always in the verandah and never inside the house. Thus far, 
regarding the practices of the Chiru and the Kabul, I agree with 
the statements of Lt.-Col. Shakespeare, which are nevertheless 
incomplete, scanty and lamentably superficial. But when I turn 
to the Kom I find every reason to contradict his statement. Lt.- 
Col. Shakespeare writes : “The Chiru, Kom, Tikhup still build 

‘Zwalbuks’ Some of the clans that do not build Zwalbuks say 

that their forefathers did so.’’ On many occasions I had been to 
the Kom Kairap village, where there are about 50 Kom houses. I 
had been quite at home with the people there, but I never found 
a ‘Zwalbuk’ or anything approaching that in any Kom village of 
the area. I took up the subject as a problem for particular study 
and made enquiries through every possible avenue. But on every 
occasion I got the same result. The Kom people unhesitatingly 
say that to build a Zwalbuk is not their custom and they do not 

build Zwalbuks because their forefathers never did so. The 

# 

bachelors of each house go to sleep in a neighbour’s house where 
there are unmarried grown-up girls “to serve them with theii 
(the girls’) best,’’ just to quote the Kom phrase. The Vaiphei 
(Kuki) system is also the same, as I can gather from my 
informant Lunjakhai (a Vaiphei Kuki). Kegarding the Purum 
Shakespeare writes, “among the Purum I am told that if a man 
has one unmarried son and one unmarried daughter, the boy 
goes to sleep in the house of a man who has an unmarried 
daughter.’’ This statement is also confirmed by the information 
collected by Mr. T. C. Das, Lecturer, Calcutta University, who 
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is now working among the Purum and the Chiru, and whom 
I consulted on the matter. Mr. Das told me that the 

Purum never build a bachelor’s house. My study of the Kom 

people, as I have told, gave me indications of the custom similar 
to that of the Purum. The Kom bachelors of the Kom Kairap village 
have no separate sleeping-place, but they distribute themselves 
among the houses of the village where there are unmarried grown- 
up young girls. In this respect the Kom are allied to the Purum 
and other Kuki tribes rather than to the Chiru and the Kabui who 
follow essentially the Naga system. It might, however, be argued 
that the present Kom system is a later development after the 
abolition of the ‘Zwalbuk’ system due to contact with 

foreign cultures. But the argument is quite untenable in face of 
the facts I have quoted above. I have shown it definitely by citing 
actual cases that when the Zwalbuk is ‘ genne ’ or uninhabitable for 
natural causes the Chiru and the Kabui show a tendency towards 
the system which is prevalent all over the civilized world, i.e., 
the bachelors sleep in their own houses and do not go to sleep in 
a neighbour’s house. If the Kom people of the same area had 
previously the Zwalbuk system and had given it up lately, there 
is no reason why they should not have decided as the Chiru and 
should have adopted a new course altogether. On the other hand 
there are reasons to suppose that the Kom system existed from very 
early times in the life of that people. One strong argument in 
favour of my statement is the presence in the Kom and the Kuki 
language of such terms as ‘soamin’ meaning, ‘ the bachelor’s part 
of the house’ ; ‘soampa’ meaning, the bachelors who sleep in the 
‘ soamin ’ ; ‘soamnu,’ the batch of unmarried girls who serve the 
‘ soampa.’ 

Soam — a batch of unmarried men or women. 

In — house or living-place. 

Soamin — the sleeping place for the bachelors. Among the 
Kom, and all the Kuki tribes ‘soamin’ designates a part of each 
house reserved for the bachelors ; and not a separate building as 

lV»n Ir * 
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Pa — the suffix to designate a male. 

Soampa — unmarried bachelors. 

Nu — the suffix to designate a female. 

Soamnu — unmarried women. 

Besides the above linguistic evidences that are of undoubted 
value I have other facts in support of my contention. In every 
country we find that the ancieiit customs and traditions of the 
people are recorded in the popular stories. The Kom people have 
many such stories of which I shall take leave to quote one. It is 
the story of the “ Rat that ate the cloth.” The people who related 
the story commented at the beginning that though it is their 
custom the bachelors sleep in the houses of the unmarried girls 
(soamnu), who are always expected to look to the comforts of the 
nocturnal visitors (soampa), still a good woman will never sleep 
with the bachelors and shall always retire to the parents’ beds 
on the other side of the house. But the story says that in 
ancient times there was an immoral woman in the Kairap village 
named Khobnujang, who used to sleep with the bachelors who 
came to sleep in her father’s house. Her parents and also the 
old women of the village advised her not to do so, but she never 
cared to mend herself, and the villagers could not give any evi- 
dence in support of their suspicion except a rumour, because 
she could never be caught in wrong-doing. Unfortunately for 
Khobnujang once it so happened that when she went to' 
sleep with her paramour in the soamin she left her piece of cloth 
at the corner of the house and went naked. Some naughty rat 
(might have been sent by Pathen, the Supreme Being) came to 
the place and ate up the piece of cloth. In the morning, how- 
ever, Khobnujang searched for her cloth but found it nowhere. 
By that time the other inmates of the house woke up and found 
her nude. Very soon the event came to be known to the vil- 
lagers and the girl was put to much shame, though never punished 
for her action. The above folk-story which is believed to be very 
ancient by the Kom themselves is a good testimonial to the fact 
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that the Kom never build a Zwalbuk and their forefathers also 
never did it.^ 

The diagram of a Kom house is given below, showing the 
respective sleeping-places of the inmates. 


Father, mother and 
little children 




Grown- up unmarried 
daughters 
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Bachelors who sleep in the house 


XYAD— the verandah of the house. 

MN — the door of the house. 

a, h, c, d, e— posts that form a median line and theoretically divide the house 
into two lateral parts though practically there is no partition wall. 

In the figure, the part above the median line is the part of 
the house for parents. On one side of it sleep the parents with 
the little ones, and on the other side is the sleeping-place 
of the grown-up daughters. The part of the house below the 
median line is called ‘Soamin’ or the bachelor’s part. Here 
the bachelors who visit the girl at night sleep. The extreme 
hind part of the house is partitioned off as a store. 

1 Mr. J. K. Bose, M.A., Research Scholar, who has worked long amongst the old 
Kukis, thinks that the type of grouping of bachelors as found now-a-days amongst the Korns is 
only a degenerated form of the bachelors' house which was at one time one of the most 
important organisations of the village— P. Mifra, 




SINGANPUR CAVE-SITE IMPLEMENTS 

By 

SusANTA Bose, B.Sc. 

Anthropological Laboratory , Calcutta University. 

Foreword 

Singanpur cave is famous for its paiutings on the rock- 
shelter. First discovered by Mr. Anderson in 1914 and later on 
visited by Mr. Percy Brown who made copies of the paintings 
which have been reproduced by his kind permission with his note 
in my “Pre-historic India” and still later described by Rai Saheb 
M. Ghosh, it has attracted world- wide attention. Since coming 
back from Europe fresh from the caves of Altamira and other 
Spanish sites I had an opportunity of revisiting the cave for 
the second time in 1931. I was fortunate enough in picking 
up quite a heap of flakes from the foot of the hills and the 
mesolithie character of the implements was apparent. Even 
from the ledge where the paintings occurred I could pick up one 
or two implements of the same type. 

Thus from the style of the paintings I had already pointed 
out their affinities with the art of the rock-shelter of the North 
of Spain. The mesolithic implements which have been analysed 
and measured also amply confirm this chronological conjecture. 
Several other mesolithic sites have been discovered and in more 
than one place we have found beads with a technique reminding 
us of chalcolithic Mohen-jo-Daro. My personal examination of 
the pointed pottery designs of Mohen-jo-Daro with the cave-art of 
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Singanpur irresistably gave me the impression of close affinities. 
Thus as Pr. J. Boulnois is coming to the conclusion from a 
study of a mesolithic site at Pondichery discovered by him, I am 
getting more and more confirmed of the mesolithic foundations 
in the South and North-East of India of the chalcolithic 
N. W. Indian culture. 


PaNCHANAN IfllTRA. 


Typology 

Taking first the micro-grattoirs and micro-racloirs which 
are 30 in number, Nos. sg. 37 to sg. 41 are very finely made 
having beautiful parallel fiakings and long delicate ridges. The 
others are of various geometric forms. 

Micro-grattoir, round, (No. sg. 94) has a raised concave 
surface, Nos. sg. 37, sg. 38, sg. 39, sg. 40, sg. 41 and sg. 42 are 
racloirs. 

Nos. sg. 37 and sg. 38 are sub-rectangular in shape having 
parallel fiakings along the length on one of tlie surfaces while the 
other surface is more or less plain. 

The others from Nos. sg. 39 and sg. 42 are rectangular along 
the transverse section and triangular along the cross section with 
a fine median ridge on one of the surfaces. In No. sg. 39 the 
bulb is present on the anterior surface. 

The next group Nos. sg. 66 to sg. 71, which strikes one most 
are the micro-burins. No. sg. 66 is a micro-bec-de-parroquet 
with a sub-triangular cross section and a curved beaked flaked 
pointed end. The fiakings are all along the length of the imple- 
ment. One surface is raised and the other is flat and plain. 

Nos. sg. 67, sg. 69, sg. 71, sg. 72, sg. 73, sg. 74 and 
sg. 75 are single blow micro-burins. 

No. sg. 68 is a double-blow, notched, micro-burin and Nos. 
sg. 70 and sg. 76 are notched douhle-ended micro-burins. 

The next group is a collection of some of the micro-hlades. 
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No. sg. 77 is a micro-shaver, leaf-shaped with a median 
ridge on one surface. The two lateral sides are very much 
sharpened. 

No. sg. 78 is a rectangular blade with two sharpened conse- 
cutive lateral sides and a bulbed angular thick end. There are 
lateral flakings which are marked at the thick end. 

No. sg, 79 is a double micro-blade. Concavo-convex along 
the surface with parallel flakings No. sg. 80 is a backed blade. 

No sg. 81 is also a backed micro-blade having a conical 
shape. It has one blunted lateral side, the other being a 
sharpened one. One terminal end is notched and is the continua- 
tion of the sharpened side ; the other terminal end is thick nar- 
rowed and blunted to a neck. Along one surface is a median and 
a lateral ridge which are running along the length leaving two 
flaked slanting sides. The sharpened side is convex externally. 

Taking the points (which are from Nos. sg. 82 to sg. 87), 
No. sg. 82 is a typical point which has arch-shaped rectangular 
base and a pointed apex. Of the four sides one being triangular 
gives it a definite shape of a four-sided pyramid. There are 
two other raised points along one lateral side. 

Nos. sg. 83 to sg. 85 are flat sub-pentagonal in shape with 
pointed apex and a flat base. 

No. sg. 83 has a semi-circular lateral blunted side and the 
side opposite to it is trimmed and sharpened and has one lateral 
median ridge on the raised surface. No. sg. 85 has some lateral 
flakings along the lateral sides. 

No. sg. 86 is flat and rectangular in shape and has one 
pointed curved angle. 

No. sg. 87 is a sub-triangular, curved cat-nail type point* or 
micro-per 9 oir sur angle de lame cassee. The concave lateral side 
has been trimmed laterally. The convex side is also angularly 


* Compare No. sg. 87 with implement No. 2, pi. XXVIIl of Memoir No. 4 in palao. 
lithio de la chine. 
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flaked. One angle at the base is notched and pointed. There 
is a bulb at the other angle of the base. 

PerQoirs. Nos. sg. 88, 89 and 90 are the thin awl-like 
implements, which were used for such purposes, are detected by 
their long narrow shape and thin pointed drilling ends. 

No. sg. 91 is a combined implement of burin and grattoir 
surboutde lame. It is long, with sharpened sides. It is a concave 
and convex surfaced implements having a triangular cross section. 
It has a raised median ridge running along the length. The 
scraping end is curved inwards. Series of lateral flakings are 
marked. 

Nos. sg. 92 and 93 are typical. Micro-Grattoir (surbout 
de lame). No. sg. 92 is slightly curved along the flaked surface, 
which has one mark of lateral flaking. The sides have been 
blunted. No. sg. 93 is a simple type but along the other 
terminal end it is possibly a burin. 

Of the micro-crescents 29 could be detected (from sg. 97 to 
sg. 125). 

No. sg. 97 is curved along the length. It is flaked along 
the length leaving two terminal ridges along the sides. These are 
trimmed at rt. angles to the length just to make it sharpend, 
one terminal is notched and double pointed. This one has the 
maximum dimension. The other 28 are smaller in size and 
have not been measured. 

Coming to the crescents I find that they are though very 
crudely made have attained a definite Lunate shape. They are 
from No. sg. 132 to sg. 146 ; most of them have pointed burin 
ends and some of them have sharpened lateral sides ; many have 
been flaked and trimmed. They are made of variety of stones. 
Their sizes range from 2 cm. to 1*372 cm. in length and from 
1*4 cm. to 9*45 cm. in breadth. 

There are some arrow-heads which show and forms and 
sizes. Some are barbed, others are notched and winged and 
shouldered. They are from sg. 146 to sg. 165, have the definite 
shape of a mino at arrow-head with barks and shoulder. On 
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one surface of the arrow-head there is series of semi-circular 
transverse rings. The arrow has been flaked at breadths to its 
length. The two lateral sides are sharpened. They vary in 
size from 2'772 cm. to 1’154 cm. in length and from 2‘ 5 cm. 
to 1'054 cm. in breadth. There are three geometric microliths 
No. sg. 156, sg. 157 and sg. 158. 

No. sg. 156 is a rectangular microlith. Nos. sg. 167 and 
sg. 158 are sub-rectangular microlith with protruding points 
at the angles. 

Sg. 160 is a backed blade. Its effective side has been 
sharpened by retonching. The other blunted side has a number 
of angular flakings. There is a bulk at the conical end of one 
of the surfaces. The other terminal end is broken, protruded 
and broad. 

A comparative study of these mesolithic types with those 
from other Indian sites and places outside India will be offered 
in my forthcoming paper on Saborian Mesolithic Culture. 


Singanpur Cave-site Implements 
Measurements. 


Name. 

No. 

Length. 

Breadth. 

Thickness. 

Colour. 

Orattoir neuclei 
forme 

Sg. 1 

1‘801 cm. 

1-827 cm. 

1*681 mm. 

Light Brick-red 


Sg. 2 

1’664 cm. 

1 227 cm. 

3*81 mm. 

Dark brick -red 

Grattoir sur-bout 
de lame 

Sg. 15 

1*7 cm. 

1*802 cm. 

3*63 mm. 

Do. 


Sg. 16 

2*272 cm. 

1*064 cm. 

6*72 mm. 

Do. 


Sg. 17 

1*536 cm. 

9*46 cm. 

3^72 mm 

White 


Sg. 18 

1*4 cm. 

1*136 cm. 

8*27 mm. 

Pink <1 brick-red 


Sg. 19 

1*827 cm. 

1*1 cm. 

4 mm. 

Dull brick-red 


Sg. 20 

1*763 cm. 

9*36 cm. 

6*46 mm. 

White trans- 
parent. 
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Name. 

No. 

Length. 

Breadth. 

Thickness, 

Colour. 

Grottoirs : — 

Grattoir, ellipti- 
cal. 

Grattoii, round 

Sg. 21 

Sg. 24 

2-364 cm. 

1*4 cm. 

1*8 cm. 

1*446 cm. 

6 mm. 

5*45 mm. 

Smoky and brick - 
red. 

White 


Sg. 94 

1-627 cm. 

1*236 cm. 

6*72 mm. 

Dull colours 

G rattoir ,rectangu- 
[ lar 

Sg. 22 

1 646 cm. 

1*3 cm. 

4'81 mm. 

Do. 


Sg. 25 

2*045 cm. 

1*6 cm. 

1*201 mm. 

Brick-red 

G rattoir, triangu- 
lar 

Sg. 23 

1*136 cm. 

1*201 cm. 

5*36 mm. 

White-red 

Racloirs j 


1 




Kacloir, rectangu- 
lar 

Sg. 3 

1*346 cm. 

1*254 cm. 

3*86 mm. 

Yellow 


Sg. 9 

1*636 cm. 

1 cm. 

5*72 mm. 

White 


Sg. 10 

1*363 cm. 

1-227 cm. 

4*36 mm. 

Do. 


Sg. 13 

1‘23C cm. 

1*172 cm. 

4*64 mm. 

Do. 

Racloir, elliptical 

Sg. 4 

2*372 cm. 

1*663 cm. 

7 mm. 

Brick-red 

Racloir, tn'angu- , 
lar 

Sg. 6 

2*027 cm. 

1*8 cm. 

7*64 mm. 

Dull white 


Sg. 6 

1*318 cm. 

1*064 cm. 

6*72 mm. 

Brick-red 


Sg. 7 

1*818 cm. 

1*472 cm. 

6*81 mm. 

Light brown 


Sg. 8 

1*446 cm. 

1*364 cm. 

4*72 mm. 

Brick-red 


Sg. 11 

1163 cm. 

1*3 cm. 

6*63 mm. 

Yellowish white 


Sg. 12 

1*664 cm. 

1*345 cm. 

4*72 mm. 

Smoky white ^ 


Sg. 14 

1*072 cm. 

1*154 cm. 

6*18 mm. 

Milk white 

Burins: — 






Bec-d6 parro* 
quet 

8g. 20 

4*264 cm. 

1*3 cm. 

1*164 cm. 

Dark ash-coIoured 


Sg, 27 

1*954 cm. 

1*346 cm. 

1*1 cm. 

Translucent stone 

Burin, simple 

Sg. 28 

2*727 cm. 

9 mm. 

7*63 mm. 

Dark ash -coloured 

Single shouldered 
Burin 

Sg. 29 

1*8 cm. 

9*63 ram. 

6*64 mm. 

White 

Double shouldered 
Burin 

Sg. 30 

2*746 cm. 

1*6 mm. 

8*72 mm. 

Pink 
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Name. 

No. 

Tjength. 

Breadth. 

Thickness. 

Colour. 

Blades or (Lam4) 






Thumb nail 





Smoky 

blade 

Sg. 31 

1-718 cm. 

1*254 cm. 

6*63 mm. 

Toothed Blade 





White 

Double edged 

Sg. 32 

2*818 cm. 

8*64 mm. 

4 mm. 

Double edges ellip- 




8*01 mm. 

Brick- red 

tical blade 

Sg. 33 

1’418 cm. 

8*64 mm. 

Sub-triangular 






double edged 
micro-blade 

Sg.34 

1 801 cm. 

8*18 mm. 

1*81 mm. 

White 

Sub- triangular 






concavo-convex 

left-handed 

blade 

Sg. 86 

2*872 cm. 

2*946 cm. 

1 cm. 

Smoky translu- 






cent 

Sub-triangular 






singled edged 
micro-shaver 

Sg. 36 

1*4 cm. 

1*21 mm. 

2*45 ram. 

Ash and dull 






red 

Micro- 

Racloir 

Sub-rectangulaire 

8g.87 

1*1 cm. 

6*81 mm. 

2*01 ram. 

Light pink 


Sg. 38 

1*3 cm. 

8*27 mm. 

2*18 mm. 

White. 

Micro- 





Racloir triangulares 

Sg. 39 

9 ram. 

7*63 ram. 

2*46 mm. 

Smoky trans- 




lucent 


Sg, 40 

1*1 cm. 

8 mm. 

2*72 mm. 

Dull white 


Sg. 41 

7*54 mm. ' 

6 mm. 

2*27 mm. 

Colourless 





transparent 


Sg. 42 


7*46 mm. 

1*81 mm. 

Smoky translu- 



6*45 mm. j 



cent 

Alicro- 






Grattoirs and 
Micro* Racloirs 

Sg. 43-06 





Micro-burins : — 






Micro-bee. deparro- 

Sg. 06 





quet 

Sg. 07 

1*4 cm. 

7*27 mm. 

4*27 mm. 

Yellowish white 

Micro- burin 


1*163 cm. 

6*81 mm. 

6*27 mm. 

Dark hazy pink 

single blow 

Sg. 69 






1*401 cm. 

8*81 mm. 

3 mm. 

White 


Sg. 71 

1*072 cm. 

7*64 mm. 

3 mm. 

Do. 


Sg. 72 

8*72 mm. 

6*01 rnm. 

2*72 mm. 

Smoky 






translucent 
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SUSANTA BOSE 


Name. 

No. 

Length. 

Breadth. 

Thickness. 

Colour. 

Doable blow not- 


1 




ched micro-burin 

Sg. 68 

1 

1*136 cm. 

7-81 mm. 

3*18 mm. 

Transparent 

colourless 

Double-ended 






notched micro- 
burin 

Sg. 70 

9*63 mm. 

6*81 mm. 

3*81 mm. 

White 

Sg. 76 

72 mm. 

6*45 mm. 

3*54 mm. 

Opaque dull 
yellow 

Micro-shaver 

Sg. 77 

818 mm. 

6*36 mm. 

1*64 mm. 

Yellowish 

white 

Rectangular micro- 






blade 

Sg. 78 

1*072 cm. 

1*072 cm. 

3*46 mm. 

White 

Double micro- 






blade 

Sg- 79 

8*81 mm. 

7*46 mm. 

2 mm. 

White 

Backed micro- 






blade 

Sg. 80 

9*72 mm. 

9 mm. 

2*01 mm. 

Translucent 

smoky 


Sg. 81 

1*463 cm. 

7*45 mm. 

3*63 mm. 

White 

Points 

Sg. 82 

1*1 cm. 

1*136 cm. 

8 18 mm. 

White 


Sg. 83 

9*81 cm. 

1 cm. 

3*64 mm. 

White 


Sg. 84 

rSlS cm. 

1-3 cm. 

3*72 mm. 

Dull pink 


Sg. 86 

1*363 cm. 

1*2 cm. 

1*36 mm. 

Yellowish white 


Sg. 86 

9*01 mm. 

7‘8l mm. 

2*46 mm. 

Dirty white. 

Cat’s nail point 

Sg. 87 

1*4 cm. 

1*063 cm. 

3*63 mm. 

Dirty translucec 

Per^oir 

Sg. 88 

19*46 cm. 

7‘27 mip. 

4*27 mm. 

Yellowish 


Sg. 89 

1*046 cm. 

4*72 mm. 

2 mm. 

White 


Sg. 90 

1 018 cm. 

3 '36 mm. 

3*27 mm. 

Colourless crys < 

Burin and Qrattoir 

Sg. 91 

1*986 cm. 

6*18 mm. 

4*27 mm. 

Dirty colourlessl 

combined 





Sg. 92 

1*036 cm. 

6*01 mm. 

2 mm. 

Smoky 


Sg. 93 

1‘401 cm. 

5*54 mm. 

3*72 mm. 

White 













